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LONDON, FEBRUARY 4, 1888, 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


THERE HAS NOT BEEN @ single response to our challenge last week 
to solicitors who advocate amalgamation of the two branches of 
the profession to come forth and let us hear their statement of the 
ease. We think, therefore, that judgment against Sir Epwarp 
Crarke’s proposal must go by default. The Bar Committee, who 
were summoned in hot haste to consider his speech, have, if 
rumour speaks truly, practically shelved the question. In short, 
beyond stirring up a little mud, the stone flung into the two 
streams has had little effect. It has not frightened the fishes into 
one common water; the ripples are apparently subsiding, and 
the big Birmingham splash will probably be soon forgotten. 
The chief question of interest now is, why that stone, which it 
appears had been kept in a certain pocket for twenty years, should 
have been discharged at this particular moment? Our acute 
correspondent who evidently discerns a reason for the favour with 
which the proposal to reduce or abolish the certificate duty has 
been received in high quarters, may possibly also be able to give us 
a solution of the interesting problem above mentioned. 





WE Pustisu elsewhere an important letter, propounding a scheme 
for the amendment of the Land Transfer Bill which is at all events 
bold and ingenious. The Lord Chancellor proposed in his Bill of last 
session to compel every landowner to register his title before he 
deals with his land, and it is to be expected that most landowners 
will register with a possessory title only. Why, asks our corre- 
spondent, should not a landowner so registered be authorized to 
sell with an absolute title, the purchase-money being paid into 
court, and only paid out to the person entitled to it after his title 
has been investigated before the registrar and certified to be 
good? The advantage of this mode of putting the cart before the 
horse, would, of course, be the rapidity with which sales could 
be effected. Jones, a “proprietor” registered with possessory 
title, without incumbrance, would enter into an agreement to sell 
to Ssurn a freehold house for £3,000 ; next day Surrn’s solicitor 
would pay the £3,000 into court and attend with Jonss’s solicitor 
at the registry to have Ssrrn registered as proprietor with an 
absolute title. Exit Smzru, greatly pleased and satisfied. But 
what about Jonzs? Before he can get his purchase-money, he will 
have to deliver an abstract of title to the registrar, and to clear up 
all the objections and requisitions which may be made by the 
official examiner of titles; and if he fails to do so, he will, we 
suppose, lose both his land, and, for a time at least, his purchase- 
money. It will be observed that our correspondent has foreseen 
this difficulty, for he ingeniously pro that in this case the ex- 
possessory owner may proceed with his notices, so as to obtain con- 
firmation of his title to the money at the end of the five years. 
The feasibility of the scheme appears, to a considerable extent, to 
depend on the standard which is to be adopted by the Land 
Registry Office on the investigation of titles with a view to registra- 
tion with absolute title, for it must be supposed that the vendor, 
having got the purchaser registered with an absolute title, will have 
to shew that he himrelf had such a title as would be required to 





be shewn on application for registration with an absolute title. . It 
the office will be satisfied with such a title as would be accepted 
now by a purchaser’s legal advisers, the scheme tiight poesilty be 
advantageous as an optional one. A vendor who was advised that 
he had a good title, and who was not in a hurry for his purchase- 
mohey, would get a better price for his land by selling in this way, 
but, on the other hand, his solicitor’s bill would be considerably 
increased. While the purchaser’s solicitor would have nothing to 
do except to prepare contract and attend to register his client as 


78 | absolute owner, the vendor’s solicitor would have the same work 


as if he were employed to register the vendor with absolute title, 
and also the work of getting the purchase-money out of court. 
Possibly regulations might be adopted which would obviate the 
openings which the scheme would seem to afford to fraud and 
forgery. With much deference, we do not agree with our corre- 
spondent that his less drastic suggestion, that a proprietor, regis- 
tered with possessory title only, should be enabled to grant with 
absolute title such leases as a tenant for life can grant under the 
Settled Land Acts, ‘‘ would only be giving legislative sanction to 
the usual and convenient practice” of not investigating the lessor’s 
title. It would be giving to a lessee a great deal more than he 
at present obtains—namely, absolute security. Suppose the pos- 
sessory-owner-lessor is ejected, the real owner may find his land, 
on which he wishes to reside, cut up into building plots, covered 
with workshops and manufactories, or let as a sewage farm, with- 
out any remedy for him. 





Some time aco we called attention (31 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 312) 
to an extraordinary opinion stated to have been given by a law 
officer of the Crown, to the effect that the execution of an ordinary 
arrangement deed by any of the creditors operates as an absolute 
release of their debts, and that even if the deed be upset by the 
subsequent bankruptcy of the debtor, and the consequent transfer 
of all his property to the official receiver, yet the debts in question 
do not revive, and there is nothing in respect of which the 
creditors can prove against the estate. Acting apparently upon 
this opinion, the Board of Trade have tried to aim a deadly blow 
at such arrangement deeds, it being in their judgment desirable in 
the interests of creditors that they should be put an end to. The 
result, however, has not been equal to their desires, and the public 
may be congratulated that a department of the State has not been 
successful in legislating on its own account by means of a legal 
quibble. There is no doubt, of course, that the intention of the 
parties to the deed is to release their claims only in the event of all 
its provisions being carried out, and if the property to which they 
look is lost by the subsequent bankruptcy, there is clearly no con- 
sideration for the release. But then there orises the objection that 
a release under seal requires no consideration to support it, or 
rather that as a deed imports a consideration, no further consi 
tion is necessary. All this has now been tested in Ex parte 
the Official Receiver, Re Stephenson, un appeal from the 
county court judge at Nottingham, and the Divisional Court has 
declined to take any such narrow, technical view of the matter 
as that stated above. They were guided solely by the intention 
of the deed as evidenced by the conduct of the parties thereto, 
and they had no hesitation in holding that it was meant to avoid 
a bankruptcy, not to alter the creditor’s rights in case there should, 
after all, be one. Everything in this case was perfectly bond file, 
and intended for the benefit of all the creditors, and the court 
commented severely on the ibility, if any other view of the 
law prevailed, of ape y creditor refusing to sign, and s0 
enabling himself to get all his debt at the expense of others who, 
by signing, would have debarred themselves from proving. It is 
by no means true that a contract by deed never requires any 
actual consideration —e.g., covenants in restraint of trade; and 
the point in question usefully shews that a technical rule is not to 
be pushed too far. It may, in the opinion of some, be wise to 
abolish decds of arrangement; but clearly this is not the way to 
do it. 





Tue Parvate Brit legislation of the past session is conspicuous 
for the number and importance of its special enactments in rela- 
tion to infectious diseases. Four towns—Darwen, Wakefield, 
Weston-super-Mare, and Weymouth—are subject to “General 
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Powers” Acts which contain clauses of a novel and stringent 
character of this kind, and as they appear to wear the appearance 
of common forms, it is important to direct public attention to 
them. They define infectious disease as ‘‘small pox, cholera, 
typhus, typhoid, scarlet, relapsing, continued and puerperal fever, 
scarlatina and diphtheria, and such other diseases as the corporation 
may from time to time declare to be infectious.” When any 
person suffers from any such disease, the person having the control 
of the house in which he is must inform the medical officer of 
health, and every medical practitioner attending the invalid must 
deliver to such officer (for a fee of 23. 6d. for each case occurring 
in his private practice, and of 1s. for other cases) a form duly 
filled up with the names of the invalid and of the person having 
control of the house, and the nature of the disease. The cor- 
poration are then empowered to cleanse and disinfect the house, 
making compensation for damage done. ‘‘ No person without the 
sanction of the medical officer of health, or of a legally qualified 
medical practitioner, shall retain unburied or elsewhere than in a 
mortuary for more than forty-eight hours the dead body of any 
who has died of any infectious disease.” The corporation 

is to provide temporary occupation for the members of a family 
who have been compelled to leave their dwellings during the 
process of disinfection, and also nurses. If the disease be attribut- 
able, in the opinion of the medical officers, to milk, cowkeepers 
are to furnish lists of their customers at the rate of sixpence for 
every twenty-five names contained therein, and if the medical 
officer.of health certifies it to be desirable, persons}engaged in 
washing or mangling clothes are to be called upon to furnish lists 
of their employers at similar rates. Substantial penalties are 
imposed for breaches of, or non-compliance with, any of these 
enactments; but it is provided that ‘‘no penalty shall be recover- 
able except on the information or complaint of the corporation or 
some officer of the corporation duly authorized by them.” We 
greatly doubt the wisdom of this piecemeal legislation. The 
enactments may be good or bad; but we think the precedent of 
the Towns Improvement Clauses Act and the Towns Police 
Clauses Act of 1847 ought to be adhered to, and that one public 
eral Act should contain the required amendments of public 
law, ‘‘ to extend only (see section 1 of the Towns Improve- 

ment Clauses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vict. c. 84) ) to such towns or 
districts as shall be comprised in any Act of Parliament hereafter 
to be passed which shall declare that the general Act shall be 


incorporated therewith.” 





Te povsts which have arisen by reason of the decision in Re a 
Solicitor (ante, pp. 104, 112), as to the validity of orders of course for 
the taxation of bills of costs for work not done in any court, appear 
to have but very little foundation beyond that arising out of the 
decision itself. The practice under which these orders were made 
before the Judicature Acts, and in fact up to May, 1883, took its 
rise under the 37th section of the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, at a time when 
none of the Chancery judges, other than the Master of the Rolls, 
had chambers, and as a consequence, even after 1852, when chief 
clerks were appointed to each of the Chancery judges, the orders 
for this particular class of taxation were obtained on petition of 
course at the Rolls, and since May, 1883, they have, under R.8.C., 
1883, ord. 62, r. 18, been obtained exclusively from the registrars 
of the Chancery Division, and have, under ord. 5, r. 9 (d), been 
marked for the several judges of that division as ascertained by 
ballot. In investigating the question whether there is jurisdiction 
to make these orders in the manner now practised, it becomes 

to look at the words of the section of the Act above 
referred to, which, so far as material, are as follow :—“ It shall be 


lunacy, or in case no 0 
acted in any court of law or equity, for the Lord High Chancellor 
or the Master of the Rolls, and in case any part of such business 
shall have been transacted in any other court, for the courts of 
Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, &c., or any judge of either of them, 
and they are hereby respectively — to refer such bill, and 
the demand of such attorney or solicitor thereupon, to be taxed and 


settled by the proper officer of the court in which such reference 


&c. Looking at the whole of this provision, it becomes abundantly 
clear that the Lord High Chancellor and the Master of the Rolls, 
on whom the jurisdiction is conferred, are named as being the 
judges by whom, or under whose authority, the Chancery jurisdic. 
tion was exercised ; and that it was not a personal jurisdiction, but 
was conferred on them as Chancery judges, is established beyond 
doubt in the subsequent part of the section, where we find the 
expression “the court by which the reference is made.” The only 
conclusion to be deduced from the wording of the section, then, is 
that the jurisdiction it conferred was divided into two distinct 
portions, one of which included business not done in any court, 
and was to be exercised by the Chancery judges. This is an 
exclusive jurisdiction under an Act of Parliament, and, being so, 
is, by the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 34 (2), assigned to the Chancery 
Division. Although it appears to be only a question of words, not 
having much substance, or any bearing except with reference to 
the decision above referred to, it should be noted that the juris- 
diction so assigned had been, by the 16th section of the same 
Act, previously transferred to the High Court, and not to ‘‘the 
judges of the High Court.’’ From the above statement it will be 
gathered that the mode in which orders of the class referred to are 
now made, is warranted by sufficient authority. 





A coRRESPONDENT last week drew attention to the question, 
What are the functions of a registrar in Chancery? We think we 
can state the answer which would probably be given to the 
question if it were put to a judge of the Chancery Division. The 
duty of the Chancery registrars is to draw up the judgments and 
orders of the court. This short statement, however, gives but a 
meagre idea of the duties necessarily incident thereto. When the 
couit has pronounced judgment, several questions have to be asked 
before the order can be drafted. First, what is the order? and, 
second, is the evidence strictly such as has been stated by counsel 
in court ? or does it in amy way fall short of proving the case 
which has been put before the court? The general scope of the 
order made is to be found in the registrar’s note, taken from the 
lips of the judge, and from the indorsements on counsels’ briefs. 
But as regards the evidence on which the order purports to be 
founded, it is the duty of the registrar to see that this is such as to 
fully prove the case ; and consequently it would be his duty to refuse 
to draw up an order which the evidence did not warrant, unless the 
defect had been previously called to the attention of the judge and 
adjudicated upon by him. It is notorious that the Chancery judges 
trust to the registrars to see that the evidence is such as to warrant 
the order made, and it is obvious that, if every judge of the Chan- 
cery Division occupied himself with looking critically into all 
affidavits filed in support of a petition or motion, the work of the 
courts would never be got through. It is the registrar’s duty to 
see that all the proper parties are before the court, either repre- 
sented by counsel or duly served, as proved by affidavit. It is his 
duty, in drawing an order to be acted on by the Paymaster, to 
call for documents to shew what the fund in court is at the date of 
the order, and he is often obliged to give much trouble to prac- 
titioners in requiring them to shew that nothing is due to the 
Somerset House authorities. Then comes the great and important 
question of costs. The judge’s award as to costs does not 
always give unmixed satisfaction to both sides, and many 
arguments are put forward with a view to vary or modify 
the interpretation to be placed on some words of the judge 
which might be construed in more ways than one. Such 
controversies are numerous, but the registrar has to settle all of 
them, and many others too numerous to mention. Occasionally 
the registrar feels bound to have a personal interview with the 
judge who made the order, but this is by the desire of the judges 
themselves, who prefer that motions to vary the minutes of an 
order should not be made if it can possibly be avoided; but 
even when such an interview takes place for the purpose of 
saving the expense of moving the court, the parties may still 
move in open court if they are so advised. There is nothing new 
in all this, for we find in Lord Chief Baron Griizert’s “ Forum 
Romanum” (Lintot 1758, p. 162) this quaint and somewhat 
sarcastic remark on the subject of decrees: ‘‘ Each party draws up 
the decree as he finds it most in his client’s favour.’ 
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course of what seems to have been a very original and striking 
speech in response to the toast of ‘‘ The Bench of England,” at a 
City Company’s dinner on Wednesday, adopted the threadbare 
and (if we may respectfully say so) rather ill-considered 
observation, that a judge ought not to aim at popularity. The 
bench of England, he is reported to have said, “had no right 
to hope for popularity and no desire to win it.” We re- 
member some remarks made by Lord Esner on a like occasion 
to the same effect. We take leave to say that ‘‘ popularity” 
is a very indefinite word—it may mean popularity with a class or 
popularity with the nation; temporary popularity or permanent 
popularity ; popularity as a judge or popularity as a man. Sup- 

we take it that, as used in Lord Justice Frr’s speech, 
it means permanent popularity with the nation as a judge. Then 
we would respectfully ask the learned speaker how he proposes to 
shew that a judge, any more than the head master of a school, 
can attain this kind of popularity unless he is known to be strictly 
just, capable, and learned ? He may be all this without being 
popular; but does Lord Justice Fry mean to aver that he can 
possibly be popular (in the above sense) without this? If he can- 
not, surely this popularity is exactly that which a judge ought to 
aim at. For it involves, besides the possession of the qualities 
we have referred to, certain other estimable qualities, to wit, 
dignity, patience, and courtesy ; and (though some learned persons 
do not seem to be aware of it) these attributes are not the meanest 
jewels in the crown of a popular judge. 





= 





ASSIGNMENTS OF AFTER-ACQUIRED PROPERTY. 


Wirutn the last few years the courts have frequently had to decide 
upon the validity of a charge on after-acquired property, but, 
although the recent case of Coombe v. Carter, in the Court of Appeal 
(36 Ch. D. 348), has thrown much light upon the law of the matter, 
it cannot be taken at present to be by any means settled; and, 
indeed, Bowen, L.J., pointed out the need of a further discussion 
of the subject and the establishment of some principle more definite 
than that to be found in Holroyd v Marshall (10 H. L. C. 191). 
With that: case the decisions immediately in point may be said to 
have begun, and an important one was shortly afterwards added in 
Belding v. Read (3 H. & C. 955). The former case decided that 
while no conveyance of future property could be valid at law, yet 
it might operate in equity as a contract to assign such property 
when acquired, and if the contract were one which would be 
specifically performed, then the equitable interest would vest in 
the assignee immediately upon the acquisition. The latter case 
settled that the property must be described with some definiteness, 
and all the subsequent cases have assumed that the want of this 
may make the assignment bad on the ground of vagueness. 
Especially was this so in The Oficial Receiver v. Tailby (18 Q. B. 
D. 25), though in the other cases of Clements v. Matthews (11 
Q. B. D. 808) and Coombe v. Carter the assignment has Leen saved 
by dividing the part which is specific from that which is not, and 
it is settled now that Belding v. Read was wrong because the 
same course was not adopted there. The real question, therefore, 
which has to be considered relates to the definiteness of the 
description ; and a further difficulty has been now introduced by 
the emphatic refusal of the court to distinguish between the 
assignments in question and covenants in marriage settlements, 
against which it is hardly possible to bring the objection of 
vagueness. 

It is intended in the present article to examine the cases on the 
subject, and to consider whether the description of the property 
intended to be affected by a covenant to assign ought sell 
influence the validity of the charge created thereby—or, in other 
words, whether, consistently with what is now admitted to be good 
law, the objection of vagueness can be heard against the covenant 
merely on the ground of the generality of its words. 

In laying down the rule in Holroyd v. Marshall, to which 
we have just referred, the House not only followed the 
analogy of numerous cases cited by Malins, Q.C., in argument, 
but applied the equitable principle that, “if a man enter into a 
contract without having power to perform it, and afterwards get 
power, he must then perform it” (Carne v. Mitchell, 15 L. J. N. 8. 
Ch. 287), the equitable interest passing without further action on the 


be done. The only limitation on the rule, then, is, that the agree- 
ment must be one of which specific ce will be granted ; 
and a case soon afterwards arose in which this limitation had to be 
considered. The case was that of Belding v. Read (3 H. & C. 
191), where the assignment was of “ all (the defendant’s) personal 
estate and effects whatsoever, being, or to be, upon or about” a 
house at R., ‘‘ or elsewhere in Great Britain.“ An agreement for 
such an assignment, the judges held, could not be specifically per- 
formed in equity, and consequently they held that the property in 
the after-acquired goods did not pass to the assignee, because, for 
the principle of Holroyd v. Marshall to apply, the goods must be 
specific goods, not s which are undetermined. It may well be 
asked what ‘‘ specific ” means when so used, inasmuch as such a de- 
scription of the goods is given by the words quoted as amply suffices 
to distinguish them from all other goods. They are to be goods of the 
defendant, and goods in Great Britain; and all goods possessing 
these characteristics are, when they come into being, as definitely 
earmarked as the goods brought into the mill in Holroyd vy. 
Marshall. 

It is to be noticed, however, that the matter seems hardly open 
to argument if no distinction is to be drawn between charges and 
marriage settlements, for in these the courts have enforced cove- 
nants to assign property defined only in general terms. Thus, in 
Lewis v. Madocks (8 Ves. 149) and Hardey v. Green (12 Beav. 182), 
covenants to assign all future property to be acquired during a 
coverture were enforced without any suggestion that a more specific 
description of the property to be assigned was requisite. 

It is true that a contract may be too uncertain for specific perform- 
ance to be granted of it. The courts have declined to enforce con- 
tracts like that in Pearce v. Griffith (1 De G. M. & G. 80), which 
was to take a lease of ‘coals, &c.,”” or that in Pearce y. Watts 
(20 Eq. 492), which was for the sale of “land enough to build a 
railway to Princetown,” for who could decide what was meant by 
“« &c.”’ in the first case, or ‘land enough” in the second? Even 
in such cases, however, a point will be stretched if one party has 
fully received the consideration for his agreement: Chattock v. 
Miller (8 Ch. D. 177). Such instances are, however, as we have 
attempted to shew, quite distinct from the case of Belding v. Read. 

But although this decision seems to be inconsistent with Lord 
Eldon’s rulings in Lewis v. Madox and other cases, yet it appears 
to be the real source of the doctrine laid down in The Oficial 
Receiver v. Tailby when on appeal; and even the objection raised 
against it in Coombe v. Carter seems to rest, so far as the actual 
decision went, rather on the fact that the good part in the assign- 
ment was not separated from the bad, than that it was good alto- 
gether. We may still, therefore, regard it as the first authority for 
holding that an assignment of future property may be bad for want 
of specific description. 

Most assignments which have come before the courts have been of 
property to be brought on to particular premises, in buildin 
agreements for instance, or where existing chattels are assign 
and future chattels to be substituted for, or added to, them are 
included, such cases (of which Leatham v. Amor (47 L. J. Q. B. 
581) and Lazarus v. Andrade (5 C. P. D. 318) are examples) 
clearly fall within Holroyd v. Marshall, and do not bear upon the 
present discussion. Upon the same principle depends the judg- 
ment of Jessel, M.R., in Collyer v. Isaacs (19 Ch. D. 342). 

The next case in point is that of Re Comte d@ Hpineuil 
(20 Ch. D. 758), where the assignment was of all present 
and future personalty. No authorities apparently were quoted 
in argument, and the judge himself (Fry, J.) only alluded 
to Belding v. Read, which he followed without any examination. 
In the judgment it is stated that there are many reasons to pre- 


to | vent the assignment being operative—e.g., that it would interfere 


with the assignor maintaining himself. But suggestions of this and 
similar objections had ‘already been fully dealt with by Lord 
Eldon (see Lewis v. Madox, 8 Ves. 149), and are open to obvious 
replies. A mortgage may be pet an end to by payment of the 
sums owing at any time, and debt alone would suffice to enable 
the creditor, as against the debtor, to seize in execution any 
property the debtor might acquire, so that, whatever may be the 
objections to an absolute assignment of all future property, there does 
not appear to be anything very prejudicial where the assignment - 
is for security only. Creditors who are delayed or defrauded by 
the assignment have a right to attack it on grounds distinct from 





assignor’s part, since equity regards as done that which ought to 


those considered here, and if the sssignor himself is, on grounds of | 
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policy, to be released from his contract, surely the true reasons of 
the release should be stated, not left to be inferred from the 
inadequacy of the reasons alleged. It must be noticed, however, 
that this reason was mentioned in two of the judgmerts in Coombe v. 
Carter in the Court of Appeal, though, in the circumstances of 
the case, it was unnecessary to decide what weight ought to be 
allowed to it. 
We have now to notice the three most recent cases on the sub- 
ject, which were all taken to the Court of Appeal. In the first two 
of these, Clements v. Matthews and Official Receiver v. pac 
the court seems to have practically adopted Belding v. Read with- 
out criticism, but the former is noteworthy because it deciced that 
the assignment was divisible, being good as to the specific part, 
though it might be had as to the remainder; though this 
point was not necessary for the decision, and some doubt 
with regard to it was expressed by Bowen, L.J. The assignment 
was of future crops on certain named premises and ‘‘on any other 
premises of the mortgagor.” Apart from the doubt just men- 
tioned, it was taken for granted that a description may be too 
vague for the agreement to be specifically performed, but whether 
the court used the expression with reference to cases like Pearce 
v. Watts (supra) or to cases like Belding v. Read does not appear. 
Certainly in the case before the court no one could fail to under- 
stand exactly what crops were meant to be included, since the 
reference to premises of the mortgagor affords an exclusive 

When The Official Receiver v. Tailby came before the Divisional 
Court (17 Q. B. D. 88), that court held that an assignment of 
‘‘ future book debts’’ to become due to the assignor created a valid 
charge on such debts when they came into being; but this decision 
the Court of Appeal reversed (18 Q. B. D. 25), on the ground that 
the description was too vague. In argument for the respondent, 
the analogy of the after-acquired property clauses in marriage 
settlements was urged upon the court, but no reference to this 
avalogy is made in the judgments. It was also argued that a 
description is sufficiently definite if, when the property 
comes into being, the description covers it; but Lord 
Esher, M.R., said: “The doctrine (of over-vagueness) could 
not exist if the argument that, however vague the original 
description of the subject-matter might be, if, in the end, 
something comes into existence which comes within it, a court of 
equity would decree specific performance of the contract. The 
argument might have been used in every case.’’ The answer to this 
is, first, that the doctrine ought not to exist, for the objection was 
repeatedly raised before Lord Eldon in the settlement cases, but 
was not admitted by him; it is, besides, directly opposed to the 

rinciple that a man must carry out his contract whenever he can 
F Carne v. Mitchell, above). Moreover, what sort of descrip- 
tion is to be considered sufficient ? It is admitted that chattels 
not in existence can be assigned in some cases, and yet it is im- 
possible, till they come into existence, that they can fall within 
any description. Why is it enough to describe them by their 
situation (¢.7., future crops on named premises), while a descrip- 
tion by their ownership, though exclusive as extending to all 
= of a kind belonging to the person designated, is not suffi- 
cient 

Moreover, as we pointed out at the time (31 Soxrcrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 327), it was the obvious intention of the deed to exclude, 
at any rate, book debts that might become due in the business 
actually carried on at the time of the assignment; and, even 
supposing the general words to be too vague, ye the court might 
well have supported that part which was sufficiently definite, and 
which they certainly covered. More recently, however, in the 
case next to be mentioned, the Court of Appeal found difficulty in 

iscovering the —- upon which The Official Receiver v. 
ailby had been decided, and it is not likely to be regarded in the 
future as a case of any great authority. 

Finally, we may refer to the case of Coombe v. Carter, and, 
while this does not settle the law, it points out the manner in 
which it may be probably settled hereafter. Here there was a 
mortgage in very general words, including (inter alia) all moneys 
coming under any will, and this was held to be valid as to a share 
oo ery estate to which the mortgagor became entitled under a 

. But it is remarkable in several ways: the idea that any 
distinction could be drawn between mortgages and marriage settle- 
ments was emphatically repudiated; it was again laid down that 
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the assignment was divisible aud might be held good as to part 
only, Belding v. Read being on this ground shewn to have been 
wrongly decided; and a doubt as to whether even general words 
might not create a valid charge was again expressed, Cotton, L.J., 
declining to give any opinion, while Bowen, L.J., repeated the view 
he had expressed in Clements v. Matthews. The length to which the 
court had gone in marriage settlements was not referred to, and, 
indeed, no decision on this point was necessary. As, however, 
there is already a certain feeling against refusing validity to an 
assignment because of vagueness, and as the distinction between 
this and a settlement has been denied, it seems impossible to resist 
the conclusion that when the case really comes up for discussion 
the old objection of vagueness will be overruled, and the latitude 
which has been allowed in settlements will be openly extended to 
assignments of all kinds. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—If the Land Transfer Bill of last session is re-introduced and 
= it will be n for every landowner to register his title 
fore he deals with his land. In many cases, though the title is 
good, the proof may take some time, and, therefore, the probability 
is that many titles which are perfectly good, will, to save delay, be 
registered as possessory only. There appears to be no provision in the 
Bill to enable a “proprietor” (odious and un-English name!), 
registered with possessory title only, to acquire absolute title without 
ing through the tedious process of notices and advertisements 
ting through five years. 

It would save great delay in cases of this nature if the proprietor 
was authorized, as soon as he was registered with possessory title, to 
sell with an absolute title, the purchase-money being paid into court 
and paid out to the parties entitled after investigation of the title by 
the registrar. No serious risk would be incurred, as no man would 
sell unless his title was pretty good, as he would run the risk, if his 
title were bad, of losing his money. 

If the po was in mortgage, the mortgage would have been 
registered as an incumbrance on first registration, and the purchaser 
would take a transfer of the mortgage, paying the balance only of 
the purchase-money into court. There might even be cases where 
(the mortgages being family charges, and the mortgagees being all 
represented by the vendor’s solicitor) the mortgagees would consent 
to the entirety of the purchase-money being paid into court. 

Even if this scheme is considered dangerous, there can, I think, be 
no danger in allowing the registered proprietor with possessory title 
to t, with absolute title, such leases as a tenant for life can grant 
under the Settled Land Act. It must be remembered that, as a 
general rule, a lessee does not investigate his lessor’s title ; and giving 
power to the registered proprietor to t such leases with absolute 
title ‘eat without any investigation of the title by the intendin 
lessee) would only be giving legislative sanction to the usual an 
convenient practice, and could but rarely, if ever, do any harm to the 
person really entitled to the land, if it should turn out that the title 
of the registered proprietor was bad. 

It remains to consider what would be the advantages and dis- 
advantages of the scheme as re costs, 

It is still to be seen whether, when a vendor is registered with 

ry title only, an intending purchaser would make the same 
investigation of title as he does at present. I think that we may 
safely assume that, in cases of importance, he would investigate the 
title§ previous to first registration, but where the purchase-money 
was but small, he would content himself, as he does now, witha 
most perfunctory examination. The practical result would be that 
in all cases the costs to the vendor would be increased, as his title 
would be strictly examined by the court, while the purchaser would 
not have to investigate the title, and would, therefore, incur no 
expense at all. 

t would be an improvement on the scheme to allow a vendor who 
had commenced the advertisements for confirmation of title, to con- 
tinue them after the sale for the purpose of obtaining confirmation 
of his title to the purchase-money, and on his title being confirmed, 
to allow him to take the money out of court without any investiga- 
tion, This latter scheme would not be extensively used, but I can 
see many cases where it might be adopted. X. 





THE CERTIFICATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
| Sir,—In your issue of the 21st ult. you refer to an interview which 
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some solicitors are stated to have had with the Lord Chancellor on 
the subject of the repeal of the certificate duty. 

It is to be hoped that the Lord Chancellor will not be led to sup- 
pose that the profession is at all unanimous in seeking the repeal of 
the duty. 

Less than two years ago the subject was discussed at a special 
general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, in connection with 
a Bill for repeal of the duty then before Parliament, and so little 
support did it receive, that a motion approving it was withdrawn. 

At the annual general meeting of the society which I have the 
honour to represent, held in the same year (1886), a report of the 
committee that they considered it inexpedient to take any steps to 
further the Bill was unanimously adopted. 

The fact is, this question is not so simple a one as at first sight it 
seems. I can quite understand the dislike to a special tax felt by 
many of my professional brethren, especially those who are com- 
mencing life or in small practice, but I think we should not be dis- 
playing the shrewdness for which the world gives us credit if we 
failed to see that this special tax has a direct bearing upon our 
special privileges, and that by doing away with the one we should 
run great risk of affecting the other. 

Least of all would it be wise, as I venture to think, to press this 
question at a time when legislation appears to be imminent which 
is calculated to affect very seriously that branch of business which 
forn:s the mainstay of the practices of a t majority of solicitors, 
especially of those in the countty. I refer, of course, to the Land 
Transfer Bill and its bearing upon conveyancing. I confess it seems 
to me a little suspicious that the Lord Chancellor, who is said to 
have received with some favour the representations made to him in 
support of the repeal of the certificate duty, should be also the author 
of a Bill which, although of such vital importance to conveyancing 
solicitors, makes no provision for the protection of their interests— 
indeed, I might almost say ignores their existence. Surely itcannot be 
desirable at such a time to give the auctioneers (who have alread 
been allowed to appropriate so much of the business connected wit 
dealings in land which might properly have been retained, and, I 
hope, may be recovered, by solicitors) this claim to be allowed to 
compete with us in land registry business, that they pay a special 
tax to the State whilst solicitors do not. Is not this one of the cases 
in which it is better to— 

‘Bear those ills we have, 
Than fly to others that we know not of” ? 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND 

*. WILTSHIRE Law Society. 

eb. 1, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
JONAS v. LONG AND OTHERS—No. 1, Ist February. 


County Court—Arrzat—EauviTaBLE JuRIspICTION—INTERLOCUTORY ORDER 
—County Courrs Equrrante Junispiction Act, 1865 (28 & 29 Vicr. c. 
99), s. 18. 


This was an action for dissolution of partnership. The action was 
brought in the Lambeth County Court, and an order was made for the 
partnership to be wound up and the accounts to be taken, and the plaintiff 
was appointed receiver. An order was subsequently made the 
defendant Harris, who was manager of the partnership business, should 
pay into court asum of money belonging to the partnership and stated 
to be then in his hands, and should deliver up certain books and docu- 
ments to the receiver. On the 2nd of August, 1887, Harris was committed 
to prison by the county court judge for disobedience to this order, the 
order of committal stating that Harris, ‘‘in his fiduciary capacity as 
manager of the partnership business,’’ had disobeyed the order (sée section 
4, sub-section 3, of the Debtors Act, 1869). Harris against this 
order, but the Queen’s Bench Division (Stephen A. L. Smith, JJ.) 
held that no Me lay from an interlocutory order of a county court. 
Harris appealed to the Court of Appeal, and it was urged on his behalf 
that, though no appeal lay from an interlocu order in a common law 
action in the county court, section 18 of the Oounty Oourts Equitable 
Jurisdiction Act, 1865, gave an appeal in such a case in matters within its 
equitable jurisdiction. 

Tue Court (Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.) held that an appeal lay. Far, L J., 
said that the order — from was made under the equitable juriedic- 
tion conferred u e county courts by the Act of 1865, and it was an 
interlocutory er. Section 14 of the County Courts Act, 1850, gave a 
right of appeal in certain cases in common law actions where the amount 
claimed exceeded £20, and it gave the Court of A power to order a 
new trial or to order judgment to be entered for either party. It was 
obvious that this applied only to final ys TY in the county court, and 
it was so decided in Carr v. Stringer (E. B. & E. 123). The Legislature 
then gave county courts very extensive jurisdiction in matters of equity ; 
and by section 18 of the County Courts Bquitable Jurisdiction Act, 1865, 
a right of appeal in such matters was given. The words used in that 
section were wider than those used in the Act of 1850, which gavea right 
of appeal in common law actions: —‘‘ The Oourt of Appeal may make such 





final or other decree or order as it shall think fit.’ That language 
intended to give an in 


a note of the point.—Counsm, 7. H. Richmond; Johnston Watson. 
Soricrrors, George Johnson; Robinson $ Co. 


GAULARD »v. LINDSAY—No. 2, lst February. 


Patent—Pernping Action ror InFrRInGEMENT—LinBRTY TO APPLY FOR 
AmenpMeEntT or Sgctricatron—T rms To BB Imposep—Parents, Destoxs, 
anD Traps-Manrxs Acr, 1883, s. 19. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The action was 
brought to restrain the ea of five patents belonging to the 
plaintiffs. The plaintiffs moved for liberty to apply at the Patent Office 
to amend the specification of one of the patents by way of disclaimer, 
might be postpored, and thatthe specication, when amu ded, might be 

1D e when amen t 
used in evidence at the trial on such terms as the court * think fit. 

Section 19 of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, provides 

that ‘“‘ in an action for infringement of a patent, and in a for 

revocation of a patent, the court or judge may at any time order that the 
patentee shall, subject to such terms as to costs and otherwise as the 
court or judge may impose, be at liberty fo apply at the Patent Office for 
leave to amend his specification by way of mer, and may direct that 
in the meantime the trial or hi of the action shall be postoned.”’ 

Kekewich, J., was of opinion that it would be unreasonable to allow a 

postponement of the action as to all the patents. If the plaintiffs would not 

accept an offer made by the defendants, that the plain should discon- 
tinue the action as to the one patent, and pay the costs as to that, the 
motion must be refused with costs. On the hearing of a a the 

laintiffs consented to the order which they asked for being upon the 

ollowing terms (which the defendants were willing to accept) :— the 
plaintiffs should pay all the costs of the action up to the present time, 
and that they should not claim any relief in respect of —s done by 
the defendants before the amendment of the specification. 
to have liberty to amend their defence and particulars of objection. 

Corton, L.J., said that in Bray v. Gardner (34 Oh. D. 668, 31 Soxtct- 
tors’ JouRNAL, 231) 8 , J-» had given liberty to the plaintiffs to 
apply for leave to amend on on the terms that the amended 
8 cation should not be usedin the pen action. The Oourt of 
Appeal said that liberty to make such en appli ought not to be 
given under section 19, unless it could be given without injustice to the 

fendant. But the court did not say that the terms then imposed ought 
to be im in every case. The appellants had now offered terms which 
his lordship thought would do complete justice in the present case. This 
offer had not been made in the court below, and as the plaintiffs were 
asking for an indulgence, they must pay the costs of this application in 
both courts. Linpiey, L.J , agreed. In every case the court must see what 
would be right and just. Bowszn, L.J., also concurred. That which had been 
said by Cotton, L.J., in no way narrowed the construction of the Act. 

When an Act of Parliament had vested a discretion in the court, the 


The language of section 19 
posed by the court, if it should think the justice of the case required that they 
should be—that is, in order to prevent injustice being e to the one 
party by the og op ve which was granted to the other. That was 
exactly what was laid down in Bray v. Gardner.—Oounssi, Aston, Q0., 
and J. C. Graham ; Moulton, Q.C,, and L. EB. Pyke. Souicrrors, Campbell, 
Reeves, § Hooper ; A. C. Curtis Hayward. 


MAGNUS v. QUEENSLAND NATIONAL BANK—No. 2, 27th January 


Trustese—Breacn or Trust—Pieper or Trust Stock Tro securs Loan 
FRoM Bankers To Trustee—Fravup on Co-Trusters—Re&TRANSFER OF 
Srockx To Nomingeg or BorrowsR—Liasi.ity OF BANKERS For Loss. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. (36 Oh. D. 25, 31 
Soxrcrrors’ Jovrnat, 591). The oo was whether the defendant bank 
were liable for a sum of £7,528 debenture stock, or the value thereof, 
which — — by a stockbroker named Bartle 
ooistne  bencfciacies  Geldsid, Magtus, and’ Halford were trustees 
and the ben ; were 

— 7* 
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received brant — — — — oa it in = ieee bad North- | of time was entitled — — Romer, Q.C., and Christopher 


that the debenture stock had been sold, and that the North-Eastern stock 
had been bought with the proceeds and formed part of the trust funds. 
They did not inquire in whose name the North- Eastern stock was invested. 
On the 16th of August, 1883, Goldsmid sold the North-Eastern stock, and 

ed the core to his own use. The fraud was afterwards dis- 
covered, and Goldsmid absconded. This action was brought against the 
bank and their trustees, claiming to make the bank account for the value 
of the debenture stock. Kay, J., held that the bank were liable for the 
value of the debenture stock at the time when they transferred it. 

Tuz Covrt (Lord Hatssury, C., and Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision. Lord Hatssury, O., said that it was not denied 
that, on general ae. the bank might have been guilty of a breach 
of duty ; but it was said that they were not liable, because their act did not 
occasion the loss. He had felt a doubt whether it could properly be 

Reged that the loss to the trust estate had been occasioned by the default 
of the bank. It was, however, clear that when trust money had got into 
the hands of one of three co-trustees, without the consent of the others, 
there was some default. Asa matter of fact the bank handed to a person 
who had no authority to receive it the stock which had been mortgaged 
tothem. They ought to have taken care that the stock was retransferred 
to the three transferors, or to some one to whom those transferors had 
authorized it to be transferred. The sole question which the court had to 
determine was, the extent of the authority givento Goldsmid. The bank knew 
that two other persons were transferors to them with Goldsmid; but they 
actedas if the transfer had been in hisown name, and not in those of the three 
trustees. The transfer was not signed by the co-trustees to enable 
Goldsmid to do whatever he pleased with the stock, but because they 
trusted him. The loss had happened by the default of the bank, and they 
must take the consequences. Oorron and Bowen, L JJ., concurred.— 
Counssi, Cookson Crackanthorpe, Q C., Rigby, Q.C., and Farwell ; Sir Horace 
Davey, Q.0., Romer, Q.C., and George Hendersom. Soxicitors, Stretton, 
Hilliard, $ Co. ; Futvoye, Field, ¢ Baker. 


LUOAS v. MARTIN—No. 2, 26th January. 


Venpor AND Purcuaser—Speciric PzrrormancE—BANKRUPTCY—AGREE- 
MENT FOR Purcuass oF Banxkrupt’s Estate—ScHEmMs OF ARRANGEMENT 
—APPROVAL oF Cournt—New Term—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, ss. 18, 23. 


This action was brought by the trustee of a bankrupt’s estate for the 
SS. — of an agreement which he had entered into with the 
ts for the purchase by them of the estate of the bankrupt. 

The adjudication of bankruptcy was made on the 18th of March, 1885. 
The agreement was executed on the 2nd of April, 1885. The defendants 
were to pay to the plaintiff such a sum as would be sufficient to all 
the costs and expenses of the proceedings, to pay all the preferential debts 
in full, and to pay to all the unsecured creditors of the bankrupt a com- 
position of 15s. in the pound. Upon the approval of the scheme by the 
court, the bankruptcy was to be annulled. The creditors of the bankrupt, 
at their first meeting, resolved to accept the offer of the defendants to 
purchase the estate on the terms of the agreement, provided that the 
defendants should give a bond to the trustee to secure the payment of the 
purchase-money, and the resolution was confirmed at the second meeting 
of the creditors. The court afterwards, on the report of the official re- 
ceiver, made an order approving of the purchase upon the terms contained 
in the agreement between the trustee and the defendants, and annulled 
the adjudication, but the order did not mention, or in any way refer to, 
the —— rela to the bond which was contained in the resolution 
of the creditors. e defendants afterwards refused to carry out their 
agreement, and the trustee, by the direction of the court, brought this 
action. North, J., held that specific performance of the agreement could 
not be enforced, because the defendants had never assented to the pro- 
vision relating to the bond, and the agreement which they had entered 
into had not been accepted by the creditors. The action was accordingly 


Tus Oovrr (Lord Corerinez, C.J., and Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision.—CovunszL, Napier Higgins, QC., and Rashleigh ; 
Cozens- Hardy, Q C., and Parker. Soxicrrors, Greenfield § Craeknall ; Taylor, 
Hoare, § Co. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
POLLOCK r, THE LANDS IMPROVEMENT CO.—Ohitty, J., let 
February. 
Sratute—Construction—RepgaL zy IMpricarion, 
In this case it a that two separate land improvement companies 
ted y private Acts, the one by an Act of 1849, and the 
other by an Act of 1853. Both Acts contained a clause that upon the 
Pg or —— 1 the a a of the execution 
o improvemen e company sho ave a first charge upon 
the inheritance of the improved land in priority over every other 
then existing or future charge. The company of 1853 having executed 
improvements of land, already subject to a charge in favour of the 
com of 1849, contended that the charge of the company of 1849 was 
displaced 5 the Act of 1853. 

, J., said that the case was not one of two irreconcileable statutes, 
in which the latter must prevail. It was not, for instance, like charging 
Blackacre in favour of A. by one statute, and then giving by a subsequent 
statute a first charge in favour of B. Here there was no particularizing. 
The enactments were of a general character, and the proper way of 


James ; Maclean, Q.C., and Hornell ; Byrne. Souicrrors, Druces § Attlee ; 
West, King, ¢ Adams; Paterson, Snow, § Blozam, 


ARMSTRONG v. PARIS—Chitty, J., 27th January. 
PARTNERSHIP—JUDGMENT CREDITOR—PRIORITY. 


In this case a firm was carried on at one period by four partners, and 
subsequently by two of such partners. An action haviog been brought in 
the Chancery Division for taking accounts between the two partnerships, 
and a receiver having been appointed, a creditor, who had obtained judy - 
ment against the existing firm in the Queen’s Bench Division, moved for 
leave to levy execution. The receiver stated that some of the assets under 
his control were liable to the partnership as originally constituted. 
Kewney v. Attrill (35 W. R. 191, 34 Ch. D. 365) was referred to. 

Curry, J., said that were he to give leave to levy execution, the proba- 
bility was that the result would be an interpleader, in which case it might 
be necessary to take aceounts in the Queen’s Bench Division, which would 
be most inconvenient. The proper order to make was to give the applicant 
a charge on such assets in the receiver’s hands as belonged to the existing 
partnership, and not on the partnership assets generally.—Covunskz1, 
Maclean, QO., and Dunham; Romer, Q.C, and Methold; Stokes; 
McSwinney. Soxicitors, F. W. Mount § Son; Walters, Devereli, Walters, 
¢ — ; Harting, Son, § Ellis, for R. C. W. Dixon, Southampton ; Lianfear 
§ Stewart. 


Re HOLLINSHEAD, HOLLINSHEAD v. WEBSTER—UChitty, J., 
* 30th January. 


Srarure or Lrurrations (21 Jac. 1, c. 16)— ApmtnisTRATION—PAYMENT 
BY Tenant FoR Lire or Inrergst on Srwpie Contract Dest—Rear 
ASSETS. 


In this case a question arose as to whether payment by an executor, who 
was also tenant for life of the testator’s real estate, of interest on the 
testator’s simple contract debt, bearing interest, operated so as to bind the 
real estate when devolving to the remaindermen, notwithstanding that 
six years had elapsed since the testator’s death, or whether the remainder- 
men were entitled to the protection of the Statute of Limitations. It 
appeared that the testator died in 1871. He was then indebted to his 
brother James in the sum of £400 on a promissory note, which carried 
interest at four and a half per cent., payable half yearly. By his will he 
appointed his widow and the defendant Webster executors, and he devised 
1 his real estate to his widow for life, with remainders over, under which 
the defendants other than the defendant Webster were entitled. The will 
was proved in June, 1871, by the widow and Webster, the personal 
estate being sworn under £600. On the testator’s death the widow entered 
into possession of the real estate devised to her, and continued in such 
possession till her death on the 17th of February, 1884. From the testator’s 
death to her own she paid the interest on the note to the testator’s brother 
during his life, and afterwards to his executors. The testator’s real estate 
was in mortgage at his death, and the mortgagees in May, 1885, sold the 
estate, and after satisfying their mortgage debt, paid the surplus, 
amounting to £397, into court. The widow by her will appointed 
Webster her executor. Her will was not proved, and it was admitted by 
all parties that she left no assets, also that Webster had received no assets 
of the testator, and no relief was asked against him. There was no 
personal estate of the testator outstanding. The widow received some 
part of the testator’s aseets, but there was nothing to shew how much she 
received or how she applied what she did receive. The holder of the note 
claimed to be paid the £397 in court. There were no other creditors. 
Curry, J., said that upon the facts he held that the testator’s widow 
paid the interest in her character of tenant for life. So far as the real 
estate was concerned, there was no one else but the tenant for life to pay 
the interest. In making such payment she represented the whole of the 
entitled to the real estate, and the a was an admission of 
the liability of the real estate to pay the debt. The payment was a pro- 
mise to pay out of the real assets which the tenant for life was competent 
to give so as to bind those who took in remainder. He held, therefore, 
that the payment was a bar to the Statute of Limitations, and that the 
creditor was entitled to the £397.—Counset, Maclean, Q.C., and Tyssen ; 
Romer, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady ; Farwell ; Francis Webb. Soxicrrors, 
Scott ¢ Co., for Rodgers § Jessopp, Sleaford; Page § Scorer ; Paterson, 
Snow, Bloxam, § Kinder; Swann § Co. 


Re EDIE anp BROWN’S CONTRACT—North, J., 31st January. 


Vexpor AND Purcuaser—Saz or Fargnotp Hovss “1x Posszssion ”’— 
LEASE EXPIRING ON Day FOR COMPLETION oF ConTRACT—RIGHT OF 
PvuRcHASER TO BENEFIT OF LEsSEB’S REPAIRING COVENANTS. 


This was a summons by a vendor, under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, to determine the question, whether the purchaser of a house was 
entitled to receive the money payable by the late tenant of the house in 
respect of breaches of his covenants to repair. The house was sold by 
auction on the 2nd of March, 1887, and was described in the particulars 
of sale as frechold property, with possession.”” The particulars also 
stated that ‘‘the late tenant’s fixtures can be taken by the purchaser at a 
valuation.” No reference was made to any lease. The conditions pro- 
vided that the purchase was to be completed on the 25th of March, 1887, 
and that ‘‘the purchaser shall, as from that day, be entitled to possession.” 
There was ence that the auctioneer, before the biddings commenced, 
had stated publicly that the house was not in good decorative repair, and 
that it was sold just as it stood. The abstract of title delivered to the 





meeting the difficulty was to hold that the charge which was first in order 


—- shewed that the vendor had, in 1873, granted a lease of the 


ouse for a term of twenty-one years from the 25th of March, 1873, deter- 
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minable by notice at the end of the first seven or fourteen years, and that 
the tenant had given notice to determine the lease at the end of the first 
fourteen years—i.e., on the 25th of March, 1887. The lease contained a 
covenant by the lessee to yield up the ee ig in good repair 
at the ion or sooner determination of demise. Possession 
had, in fact (though this was not known to the purchaser at the time 
of his purchase), arrangement between the vendor and the tenant, 
been Dao up to the booger the tenant in Fe , 1887, without 
—— ice to the tenant's lial for dila under his covenant. 
he purchaser objected that the house was not in good repair, and 
claimed the benefit of the lessee’s repairing covenant. 

Nortn, J., held that the claim could not be maintained. The pur- 
chaser had contracted to buy, not a property in reversion, but a property 
in possession, of which there was a ‘‘late tenant.’’ If the vendor 
offered to convey a reversion to him, the purchaser would have been 
entitled to refuse to complete the contract. The now claimed 
a sum of money which was recoverable in an action by the reversioner 
against the tenant, and the right to that money was not included, 
either y or by implication, in the purchaser’s contract.—Covunsa1, 
Cuokson Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and P. 8. Gregory ; Giffard, Q.C., and Arthur 
Jackson. Soxtcrrors, Hanbury, Hutton, ¢ Whitting ; Druces § Attlee. 


Re BETTESWORTH AND RICHER’S CONTRAOT—North, J., 26th 
January. 
Pustic Heattu Act, 1875, ss. 150, 257—New Srreer—Expenses or 
Pavinc, &c.—Liasitity oF Frontage Owner. 


This was a summons under the Vendor and’ Purchaser Act, 1874, to 
determine, as between the vendor and purchaser of property abutting on 
a new street, who was liable for the payment of expenses incurred by the 
local board for paving and other work done under the * sory 
powers of the board preliminary to their taking over the street. In Sep- 
tember, 1886, Richer agreed to purchase from Bettesworth, at the price 
of £100, the equity of redemption of two leasehold houses. The p ase 
was to have been completed in December, 1886, but a difference arose 
between the parties which of them was to pay a sum of £41 14s. 6d., 
which had been apportioned by the local board as the amount payable in 
respect of the premises towards the expenses incurred on the new road. The 
owner, having had notice to do the work, made default, and the board 
did the work themselves. The question was, whether the expenses were 
outgoings arising after the proper time for completion, which would fall 
on the purchaser, or whether they were a charge on the property at the 
time of the contract for purchase, which ought to be got rid of by the 
vendor. Thelocal board gave their first notice requiring the frontage owners 
to put the road in order in November, 1885, but it was notuntil early in 1887, 
after the work had been completed and the amounts payable by the 
different owners had been apportioned, that all the necessary formalities 
had been observed so as to enable the board to recover the —— by 
summary process. The work was actually completed in June, 1886. On 
behalfjof the vendor it was argued, that there was no charge on the 
premises till the payment of the amount recoverable could be enforced, 
and that the person liable under the Act was the owner of the property at 
the time when the charge became first enforceable. On behalf of the pur- 
chaser it was contended that, upon the true construction of sections 150 
and 257 of the Act, the person liable to the board was the owner of the 
premises at the time when the work was completed. 

Nortu, J., adopted the latter view of the construction of the Act, and 
dismissed the vendor’ssummons. He pointed out that in The Queen v. The 
Swindon Local Board (4Q. B. D. 305) the question, whether the person 
liable was the owner at the time when the work was completed, or the 
owner at the time of the final demand to pay, was not before the court, 
because the person who was there held liable was the owner at both dates. 
—Covunss., Swinfen Eady ; Grosvenor Woods. Sortcrrons, Chester, Mayhew, 
§ Co.; G. F. Mellows. 


Re LLOYD’S TRUSTEES AND SMITH—North, J., 28th January. 


Construction or Starure—Repeat or Specran Act sy Generar Acr— 
Companres Act, 1881, s. 31. 


This was a summons by vendors (trustees of a will) under the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874, the question being whether the trustees had 
been validly appointed. The will contained a devise of real estates to two 
trustees, on certain trusts, but there was no power of appointing new 
trustees. A private Act of Parliament was afterwards ob tained, which 
conferred on the trustees of the will powers of sale, exchenge, and partition. 
Section 34 of this Act provided that section 27 of Lord Oranworth’s Act 
(23 & 24 Vict. c. 145) should be deemed to apply to the trusteeship of the 
estates devised by the will, ‘‘ provided that every new trustee of the said 
estates shall be appointed with the approbation of the Court of Chancery, 
and in any case not poner’ by the said Act the said court shall have 
power from time to time to appoint new trustees of the said estates in a 
summary way.’’ After the passing of the Conveyancing Act, 1881 (by which 
section 27 of Lord Cranworth’s Act was repealed, the Act - 
wards completely repealed by the Settled Land Act, 1882), the trustees of 
the will, beivg desirous of retiring from the trust, executed a deed by 
which, purporting to exercise the general power of appointing new 
trustees conferred on them by statute, they appointed two new trustees 
in place of themselves, and by a declaration vested the trust estates in 
the two new trustees. The appointment was not made with the appro- 
bation of the Chancery Division. The two new trustees entered into a 
contract to sell a part of the estates, and the purchaser took the objection 
that the new trustees had not been validly appointed, because the appro- 
bation of the Chancery Division had not been obtained in accordance with 
seption 34 of the special Act. 





Nortn, J., held that the appointment was valid. He said that there was 
2 in the will to negative or prohibit an 
other the absence of a power to a 


He the 
case must be treated as if the qualification contained in the posal Ac 
had been of the general law under Lord Oranworth’s Act. 27 


of that Act was, as regarded this estate, qualified by the 

in the special Act. Loed Oramwoste Act was rid of, 
and a general power of appointing new trustees was by section 
31 of the Conveyancing Act. It could not, he —, said that 
that general power was subject to the qualification con’ in section 34 
of the special Act.—Ootcnsai, Cozens- Hardy, Q.O., 3B. 8. Ford ; Cookson 
Orackanthorpe,Q.C., and Roby. Soxicrrors, Byrne ¢ Blakiston; Chester, 


Mayhew, § Co. 





HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
REG. v. JUSTICES OF MIDDLESEX—30th January. 
Norics or Appgat TO Quarter Szsstons—Mustaxz rx Darn. 


Tn this case a rule had been obtained calling on the justices of Middlesex 
oeerenn hy Se them to enter 
continuances ear an appeal against a bastardy 
been made against George Brewster. The order was made on the 29th of 
June, 1887, and notice of appeal 
notice of appeal to 


was a on the 30th of June. ~ 

was expressed next quarter sessions, to 
held on the 16th of July. The —— Jurisdiction \ 
enacts that every appeal from an order of a court 
tion shall be to the next 
than fifteen days after the decision 
sessions commenced on the 4th of July, and the 16th of July was 
for an adjourned sessions, at which the 
tion would betaken. Some time before the 16th of July the clerk 
posse weste to Co geiuegenes: ae the 
to come to the wrong sessions, 
a ee ea eta ar hart peed 
on the 16th of July; but 
when the case was adjourned till November. 
November, the objection was taken that 
upheld the objection, and dismissed 
respondents it was argued that the noti 
July, which was only an adjournment 
on the 4th of July, was a notice for a 
— were right in dismissing the 
t was said that the notice was 
was expressed to be for the quarter 
sessions, within section 31 of the Summary 
October Sessions. The words ‘‘to be held on the 16th of July’ were 
surplusage: Reg. v. Recorder of Liverpool (15 Q. B. 1070); Reg. v. Justices 
of "Bucks (3 W. R. 63). 
Tux Court (Maruew and A. L. Surru, JJ.) ordered the rule to be 
absolute. The notice was for the next sessions—that was, for the October 
Sessions. The words ‘'to be held on the 16th of July” ht to be re- 
* as surpl , which could not mislead anyone. The justices had 


= 


urisdiction, and they ought to have heard tha appeal.—Counszx, Zickel ; 


D’ Eyncourt. Soctcrrors, Rymer ; Dumville Smythe. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Re JOHNSON & WEATHERALL—C. A. No. 2, 1st February. 
Sotrcrrorn—Oosts—TaxaTion—Country Soricrror anp Lonpow Aczunt— 

Brut or Acency Oxarces—TAxatTion oF Part or Brrr—Souicrrors Act 

(6 & 7 Vicr. c. 73), 8. 37. 

This was an ** from a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 92), oe. 
tion being whether a country solicitor was entitled to have a part the 
yearl of charges delivered 
taxed, without having the whole bill 
solicitors, in London, acted as the London ts 
tors, at Manchester. On the 4th of January, 1886, 
all delivered to Storer & Co. bill 


ear 1885. The bill contained charges in ota 
veilene ont wastes a Weahuerall had 


the 
matter g stated separately under 
forming what might be called a 
actions in 


within a year from the 
that the applicants could not 
Mellor v. Swire taxed without 
vee e. 
in an agency 

really formed a separate . And * 

— excessive, and should be to a great extent disallowed in taxation, 
still, rf only the whole 
pe peed pe eet oe 
other matters coul 22 
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of the negligence of Johnson & Weatherall, and that on taxation those 
charges would be disallowed. No complaint was made of the charges in 
the other matters comprised in the bill. Johnson & Weatherall entirely 
denied the truth of the allegations of negligence. North, J., held 
that the bill deliyered was one entire bill, and that the applicants were 
entitled to a taxation only on the terms of the whole bill being taxed. 
On the hearing of the appeal it appeared that a further bill of charges in 
Mellor v. Swire had been delivered by Johnson & Weatherall to the 
ap ts since the summons was taken out, and that a cash account 

also been delivered which shewed a balance of £1,188 to be due from 
the ap ts to Johnson & Weatherall. At the conclusion of the argu- 
ments for the appellants, 

Bowen, L.J., suggested that an order should be made in the fol- 
lowing terms :—‘‘ sid within four days the appellants undertake to 
pay over to the respondents, within ten days from this date (subject 
to an undertaking to refund what shall be disallowed on taxation), 
the sum of £1,188, and the appellants consenting by their counsel 
to refer to taxation such further bills relating to Mellor v. Swire as have 
been delivered subsequently to the bill mentioned in the notice of appeal 
—order that so much of the delivered bill as relates to Mellor v. Swire be 
referred to taxation, the appellants to pay the costs in this court and the 
court below ; all other costs to be reserved. If no such undertaking be 
given, the appeal to be dismissed, with costs.”’ 

The respondents assented to this order, which the Covrr (OCorron, 
Linpxey, and Bowen, L.JJ.), accordingly made. Corron, L.J., thought 
that the appellants were wrong in their contention. They had not offered 
to give any undertaking to pay the balance due from them on the un- 
por ee of the bill. In his lordship’s opinion an order of course 
could not be made under the Solicitors Act of 1843 to refer a part of a 
London agent's bill for taxation. But his lordship thought that the 
court had jurisdiction to order the taxation of a particular part of a 
delivered bill if, in the exercise of its discretion, it thought fit to do so, 

terms being imposed to prevent injustice. In Re Tryon (7 
Beew. 496) Lord Langdale, who had great experience in taxation matters, 
directed the taxation of the disputed items in a bill, reserving the coats. 
In the present case his lordship thought that justice would be done by 
making an order in the above terme. Linpiey, L.J., was of the same 
opinion. He was not prepared to construe section 37 of the Solicitors 
Act in such a way as to deprive the court of jurisdiction to refer for taxa- 
tion, on proper terms, any items, or group of items, in a bill. Of course, 
this could not be done by the common order to tax. Bowen, L.J., con- 
curred. Corton, L.J., added that the order would not prevent the 
London agents from delivering any further bill of charges in Mellor v. 
Swire in respect of work done by them subsequently to the date of the 
bills already delivered.—Covunset, Cookson Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Levett ; 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Hamilton Humphreys, Soxicttors, Rowley §¢ Co. ; 
Johnson & Weatherall. 


Re MANSEL, Ex parte CAMPBELL—C. A. No. 1, 27th January. 


Bayxrvptcy Peritrrion—Svceszquent ResoivuTion or CrepIToRs IN FAVOUR 
or LiquipaATION By ARRANGEMENT—Costs or PetTiTiIonInc CREDITOR— 
TAXATION. 


In this case Campbell presented a bankruptcy petition against Mansel 
under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, on the 6th of March, 1883, in the 
Kingston County Court. Mansel then presented a petition for liquidation 
by arrangement in the London Bankruptcy Court, and resolutions were 
passed by the creditors in favour of a liquidation, and a trustee was ap- 
pointed. On the 7th of November, 1883, an order was made in the 
county court, by consent, that Campbell’s petition should be dismissed, 
with costs to be taxed and paid out of the debtor’s estate in the liquidation 
proceedings. Under a subsequent arrangement Campbell’s debt was paid, 
with interest, but the costs of his oo were not paid. In July, 1884, 
Campbell's solicitor sent in his bill of costs relating to the petition in the 
county court to the registrar of that court, and the registrar went through 
the bill of costs and gave his allocatur for £56 8s. No notice of any 
appointment to tax was given to the other parties. In October, 1887, 

pbell applied to Mr. Registrar Hazlitt in the London Bankruptcy 
Court for an order that the trustee should forthwith pay the costs out of 
the debtor’s estate. The registrar dismissed the application on the 
ground that there had been no proper taxation of costs in the county 
court, and that there were no net assets out of which to pay those costa 
after the costs of realizing the estate had been paid. It was alleged on 
the hearing of the appeal that it was a common practice in the county 
court to tax costs in the way in which they had been taxed in the present 


case. 

Tue Covat (Lord Esuzer, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ) dismissed 
the appeal. Fay, L.J., said that the costs had not been properly taxed. 
Campbell's solicitor had obtained an — * to tax Without giving 
notice to the other parties and had obtained the allocatur. The allocatur 
‘was mere waste paper. Moreover, it appeared that there were no net 
assets out of which the trustee co pay these costs. Lord Esuer 
M.R., and Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—Counsex, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and 
a” Willis; Kenry Kisch. Souicrrors, M. S. Rubinstein; Beyfus ¢ 

us. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Re BURDETT, Ex parte BYRNE—O, A. No. 1, 30th January. 
Bru or Sate—Vatiwrry—Deviation rrom Sratvrory Foru—Morteace 
or Pgrsonat ATTELS AND “‘TRape Macurnery”’ nor “* Personat 


Cuatrats ’—Szverance or Contract—Brits or Sate Act, 1882, s. 9 
—Partiat Invanriry. 


é 





This was an appeal from a decision of a divisional court (Cave and 
A. L. Smith, 3} (reported 36 W. R. 128), the question being whether 
when a bill of sale, given as security for money, includes ‘ personal 
chattels ’’ and also trade machinery not included under the definition of 
‘personal chattels ’’ contained in section 4 of the Bills of Sale Act, 
1878, a deviation from the statutory form invalidates the deed only as to 
the personal chattels, or whether it makes it altogether void. The 
debtor, who carried on the business of a printer, gave the bill of sale in 
question for a sum of £200 to a firm of wholesale stationers. The bill of 
sale in question assigned to the tees certain loose personal chattels 
and also an Otto gas-engine and s ng, which, it was admitted, did not 
fall within the definition of ‘‘ personal chattels ’’ given in the Act. The 
county court jrdee of Greenwich set aside the bill of sale in toto as not 
complying with the statutory form, and his decision was affirmed by the 
Divisional Court. 
Tue Court or Arrgat (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.} 
held that the deed was valid as regarded the gas-engine and shafting. 
Fry, L.J., who delivered the judgment of the court, said :—We will 
first consider the question upon principle. In our judgment, clauses in 
statutes avoiding transactions or instruments are to be interpreted with 
reference to the p for which they are inserted, and, when open to 
question, are to receive a wide or a limited construction, according as the 
one or the other will best effectuate the purpose of the statnte (per 
Turner, L.J., in Jortin v. South-Eastern Railway Co. (6De G. M. &G. 
275). Furthermore, we adopt the language of Willes, J., in Pickering v. 
Ilfracombe Railway Co. (3 OC. P. 235) when he said, ‘‘The general rule 
is that, when you cannot sever the illegal from the legal part of a 
covenant, the contract is altogether void, but, where you can sever them, 
whether the a ory! be created by statute or by the common law, you 
may reject the part and retain the good.” What, then, was the 
object and pu: of the Legislature in enacting, by section 9 of the 
statute of 1882, that all bills of sale not in accordance with the scheduled 
form should be void? It was to impose certain conditions and terms on 
instruments by which securities were created on personal property with- 
out the transfer of the property. The lature were not con- 
cerned, and the statute is not concerned, with the borrowing on real 
estate or on chattels real, or on chattels excepted from its operation by 
section 5, or with the forms of the instruments by which such borrowing 
may be effected. We ought, therefore, if the language of the statute be 
open to that construction, to lean towards construing the statute as 
affecting securities on personal chattels only, and not securities on other 
kinds of property. Now, in our opinion, not only do the words of the 
statute make this construction possible, but they lean towardsit, for what 
is avoided is the bill of sale, and not every instrument, of however com- 
plicated or comprehensive a nature, of which a bill of sale is part. But 
then arises this question—Can the illegal part of the security severed 
from the legal? In our opinion the nature of the instrument in question 
permits such a severance to be made, because a security given on proper- 
ties A., B., and C. is a security for the whole amount on each of those 
properties, and on every part of each of them. The excision of one pro- 
per in law by a statute, or in fact by an earthquake, effects a separation 
tween the properties, and withdraws one of them from the operation of 
the instrument, but leaves the instrument intact and still operative as 
regards the rest. In our opinion, therefore, the elimination of the 
personal chattels from the security leaves it good as to the machinery, 
which is not a chattel for the purpose of the Bills of Sale Act. On prin- 
ciple, therefore, we think that the decision of the court below is not correct. 
But the decision of the Divisional Court was grounded, not on prin- 
ciple, but on the authority of Davies v. Rees (17 Q. B. D. 408, 30 Sottct- 
Tors’ JovrNAL, 483) in which the Court of Appeal decided that where a bill 
of sale contained a covenant to pay and an assignment of personal 
chattels, and of no other property, and was bad under the statute as an 
assignment, the covenant to pay was also avoided by section 9 of the Act. 
The ——* of that decision we take to be this: that section 9 made the 
whole of a bill of sale (as those words were used in the section) and not 
merely the ——— contained in it, void, as was shewn by a com- 
m of the of sections 8 and 9; that section 9 shewed 
y its reference to the schedule what it meant by a bill of sale, and that 
on reference to the schedule it appeared that a covenant to pay was an 
—— _ of the form, and, therefore, of a bill of sale withiu that 
section. There were three possible areas over which the avoidance might 
operate—viz., (1) the assignment of chattels only ; or (2) everything which 
1 as part of a bill of sale in the scheduled form; or (3) every part 
of every instrument in which a bill of sale might be contained. The 
court rejected the first as too narrow, but did not accept the third, which, 
we think, would have been too wide.—Oounszt, Robson ; Reid, Q.0., and 
Herbert Reed. Souscrrons, J. H. Burney ; Thomson § Ward. 


Re SCHARRER, Fz parte TILLY—O. A. No. 1, 27th January. 


Bankrurtcy—PsgrsoN SUMMONED FOR EXAMINATION UNDER BANKRUPTCY 
Act, 1883, s, 27—Powzr or Court To compEL ANSWER. 


This was an @ by the trustee in the bankruptcy of Eugen Scharrer, 
trading in London as Eugen Scharrer & Oo., from the refusal of Mr. 
Registrar Linklater to direct a witness summoned by the trustee, under 
section 27 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, for examination in relation to the 
property of the bankrupt, to answer certain ere a Upon his exam- 
Imation the witness was asked as to his ngs in Africa with certain 
goods, the pro of a distinct firm of Scharrer, Tiede, & Co., in which 
the bankrupt had a partner, and which had carried on business at 


Zanzibar, and had become bankrupt there. In answer to questions the 
witness stated that he went out to Africa as agent for some persons who 
had had contracts with Scharrer, Tiede, & Oo., and when asked who 
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his principals were, he declined to answer, on the ground that he had 
been summoned to give information about the firm of Scharrer & Co., that 
Scharrer, Tiede, & Co. was a distinct firm, and that he had not taken any 
property of Scharrer & Co. The registrar refused to order the witness to 
answer, — that the two firms were distinct, and that the questions 
related to the Zanzibar firm. The registrar thought that he was bound 
by the decision of Cave, J., in Re Purvis, Bx parte Rooke (56 L. T. N. 8. 579) 
to accept the witness’s statement as true. o trustee appealed, asking by 
his notice of appeal (which was served only on the witness) for an order 
directing the witness to submit himself for examination touching his 
dealings with property belongiag to either firm. 

Tux Covrt / Esuer, M.R., and Fay and Lorzs, L JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuzr, M.R , said that the order asked for was that the 
witness should be directed to answer certain questions. If that order were 
made, and the witness still refused to answer, he would be liable to be 
attached. The registrar refused to order him to answer the questions ; 
the witness did not refuse to answer ony question which the registrar 
ordered him to answer, so he ought not to have been made a ndent 
to such an ype As to Re Purvis, it was said that Oave, J., there 
decided that the registrar was bound to accept the first answer given by 
the witness, and that the witness could not be asked any questions as to 
his credit. His lordship had consulted Cave, J. who was surprised at 
such an interpretation of his judgment. He said that what he meant was, 
that in the end the answers of the witness must be taken—that is, wit- 
nesses could not be called to contradict him; but the witness might be 
cross-examined. The Master of the Rolls said that he was authorized to 
give that explanation of Re Purvis. The appeal must be dismissed, but 
without prejudice to any application to the registrar for a fresh summons 
for the examination of the witness. Fry, L.J., said that the power of 
examining witnesses under section 27 was vested in the court, and the 
witness was not in the position of an ordinary witness called by a litigant 

arty. He was (so to speak) the witness of the court, and the conduct of 
Ris examination rested with the court. The —— in effect, refused to 
allow the questions to be put—that is to say, aving the conduct of the 
examination, he refused to put the questions. erefore the witness 
obeyed the order of the court in not answering. The application now 
made was to make him answer that which the registrar had refused to order 
him to answer, Such an application was entirely irregular. But his 
lordship argued that the power of cxamination under section 27 was not a 
merely formal one; it enabled the court to examine the witness usefully 
and fruitfully, so as to sift the matter thoroughly. His lordship agreed 
that no such fetter as was suggested was imposed upon the exercize of the 
registrar's discretion by Re Purvis. Lorgs, L.J., concurred.—OCovnseL, 
Cooper Willis, Q.C., and Yelverton. Soxtcrror, C. Harcourt. 


Ex parte EARL OF STRATHMORE, Re RIDDELL—Q. B. Div., 
24th January. 


Banxavurtcy Notice—‘' Frvat Jupcment ’’—Orper in Cuancery Division 

DISMISSING ACTION witH Costs—Banxrurtcy Act, 1883, 8. 4, sUB-SECTION 

1 (ce). 

In this case the question was raised whether an order dismissing an 
action in the Chancery Division with costs was a ‘‘ final judgment” 
within the meaning of section 4, sub-section 1 (g), of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, so as to constitute the failure to comply with the terms of a bank- 
ruptcy notice founded on such order an act of bankruptcy, on which a 
petition could be presented against the debtor. An action had been 
commenced in the Chancery Division of the High Court st the Earl 
of Strathmore by the debtor Riddell, who claimed to entitled to 
large estates now held by the Earl in Yorkshire and Durham. The 
plaintiff appeared, however, to be unable to frame a proper statement of 
claim, although leave to amend was given on three occasions, and on June 
10, 1887, an order was made by North, J., dismissing the action for want 
of prosecution, the costs to be paid by the plaintiff. These costs were 
taxed at £53, and not being paid, a bankruptcy notice was issued against 
the debtor, but a petition founded on the failure of the debtor to comply 
with the terms of this notice was dismissed by the registrar of the New- 
castle County Court, on the ground that the order in question was nota 
‘‘ final judgment”’ within section 4, sub-section 1 (g), of the Bankruptcy 
Act. The Earl of Strathmore now a ed, and on his behalf it was 
urged that the order was an order having all the elements of finality, and 
putting an end to the action, and was in reality and effect a judgment. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. Oave, J., said that he adopted the 
interpretation given by Lord Selborne in the case of Bx parte Moore, Re 
Faithfull (33 W. R. 438, 14 Q. B. D. 627), that ‘to constitute an order a 
final judgment, nothing more is ne than that there should be a 
proper Jitis c.ntestatio and a fina) adjudication between the parties to it on 
the merits.’’ That carried the case to the extent that this order might be 
deemed to be a judgment, and if there was no such word as “final” in 
the section, a bankruptcy notice might, perhaps, be founded upon it. 
But the word ‘‘judgment”’ in the section was qualified by the word 
‘* final,’’ and Lord Selborne said ‘‘a proper Jitis contestatio and a final 
adjudication between the parties to it on the merits.” In the present case 
there was not a final adjudication on the merits. The order was so far 
final that that particular order could not be re-opened, but it was not a 
final adjudication of the matter between the litigants. The matter in 
dispute was the title to certain estates, and with regard to that it was 
final adjudication, for it was — to the plaintiff, provided that he 
find someone sufficiently skilful to frame for him a proper statement of 
claim, to bring a fresh action in which the question would have to be 
adjudicated upon, and when that was done in such a way as to prevent 
another action, then there would be a final adjudication. Here there was 
not a final adjudication on the merits. Gnranruam, J., , and 
said that in his opinion, practically, the court was bound in the present 


i 








case by the decision given by the Court of A) in the case of Bx parle 
Schmitz, Re Cohen (32 W. R. 812, 12 Q. B. D. 509), where an order made 
— a defendant requiring him to pay the taxed costs in an action 

thin a specified time, was held not to be a " fiaal judgment’ within the 
meaning of the section.—OounsgL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Stephen ; 
J. I. Walton, Soractrons, Western § Sons ; Stanford, Newcastle. 


Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER, Re STEPHENSON—Q. B. Div., 
31st January. 


Deep or AssiGNMENT FoR Benerit or Oreprrors—Ricut oF Oreprror wHo 
SIGNED DED TO PROVE IN BANKRUPTCY. 


_ This was an appeal from an order of the judge of the county court of 
Nottingham. The bankrupt, F. G. Stevenson, had, on the Ist of September, 
1887, executed a deed of assignment for the benefit of all his creditors, 
some of whom also executed it, and among the respondent, F. G. 
Hazzeldine, who was a creditor for £108. By this deed the creditors, 
es thereto, did, and each of them did, thereby release the debtor 
rom all claims and demands whatsoever, which they, the said releasing 
parties, then had or thereafter might have against the debtor. The 
respondent was also trustee under the deed. On the 23rd of September a 
La pe ae! petition was presented t the debtor by a creditor, who 
had refused to sign the deed, the act of bankruptcy being the 
execution of the deed; and on the Ist of October a recei order was 
made. At the first meeting of creditors twenty-four tors, whose 
debts amounted to £631, carried in their proofs; but the proof tendered 
by the respondent and the of four other of the signing creditors 
were disallowed by the offcial receiver, on the ground that by executin 
the deed they had released their debts. This decision of the offi 
receiver was reversed by the county court judge, who directed the 
respondent’s proof to be admitted. The official receiver appealed. 

Tue Court (Cave and Grantuam, JJ.) held that the — court judge 
was right in reve the rejection of the proof. The question, whether 
the effect of the deed was to release absolutely all debts due to the sign- 
ing creditors, must depend upon the intention of the If the 
intention was that the should stand even in the event of bankruptcy, 
which would prevent the provisions of the deed being carried out, then 
release would be absolute, and the proof should have been rejected; but 
if the intention was that the deed should not operate in. the court of 
bankruptcy, then the rejection was — *. being no provision io 
the deed for the event o bankeans , and the object of the deed appearing 
to be honest—viz., to divide the debtor’s property among all his credi 
and not among a few only—the true inference seemed to be that the 
was to operate only if there were no bankruptcy. Therefore the rejection 
was wrong, and the debt might be gavvel teow, Sir R. BE. Webster, 
A.G., and Muir Mackenzie; Moulton, Q.C., and Stanger, Soticrrors, 
Solscitors to the Board of Trade ; Lee, Ockerby, § Buerington, 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
GengraL Meetine. 


The Jan neral of the In ted Law Society was held 
on F mthe 27th ae ent, dtr. H. Marxsy, teking the 
chair. ere was a moderate of members. 


Prestpent’s REMARKS. 

The Presipent, in opening the ings, said: I think it may be as 
well, at the outset, for me to state, in to the first motion on the 
paper, which stands 332 co ge Fate that the —2 mado 

or the police had no whatever. was Co! 

that the pellee had performed an arduous duty in the protection 
property, and in providing for the free circulation of the traffic in the 
streets, and that it was but right that they should receive for that some 
reward. The amount of su were $247 l4s.; the expenses were 
£22 10s. 6d.; and of the balance the sum of £10 10s. was presented to 
Inspector oe who performed very useful duties at the yma of 
the banquets in June last. The balance of the mone has been 

to Sir Charles Warren in — — ns at Selle f phe ag 
assisti licemen durin sickness. 

— hat an in Mr. Ford 8 T have simply to state that soma 
months since a copy of the will was obtained ; that it 

to a committee for consideration as to the course that should be taken; 
that the committee will hold another sitting so goon as one of 


the 
trustees of that will is recovered an illness from whigh 
he has unfortunately toon sulteriag, to sliced tha committee. 


other day for an of eoust. (Mz. Kimber’s) 
Taos ts tea oan a irr atone the council intended to tale to 
support Mr. Tuner. Tt was high time the society protected a member, 
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Mr. Kranz gave notice that at the next general meeting he would 
repeat the question. 


Annvat Czrtiricate Duty, &c. 


Mr. C. Forp moved the adjournment of the meeting, in order that he 
might say a few words about several matters. One of these was the 
abolition of the annual certificate duty-—— 

The Peesrpent: Mr. Ford, you must be well aware that you cannot 
mention this subject in any way. We are willing to hear you upon the 
motion of which you have given notice. You are quite aware it is 
impossible for me to allow any observations to be made, by you or any 
other member, upon other subjects. 

Mr. Forp was continuing to address the meeting. 

The Present: I ask you to sitdown. You must be aware that any 
adjournment of this meeting can only be for the consideration of the 
matters which form the — of the business of the meeting. Even if 
I wished, which I do not wish, to allow you to move the adjournment of the 
meeting for the object you have stated, I am precluded from doing so 
by a bye-law. 

Mr. Forp asked for the bye-law. 

The Prestpent: My ruling upon this occasion is binding upon the 
meeting, and I must ask you to submit to it. 

Mr. Forp said that after the demonstration that had been made by 
some of the members, he would ask permission to retire from the meeting, 
and he accordingly left the hall. 

Mr. H. Tuomas thought it only right, in order to mark their sense of 
their displeasure at Mr. Ford’s conduct, that they should pass a resolu- 
tion thanking the council, and expressing their corfidence in them. 

The subject then dropped. 


Merrorouitan Potice. 

Mr. H. Kezstz said he would move Mr. Ford’s resolution. 

The Presipent: You cannot do that without Mr. Ford’s request in 
writing. 

At this point Mr. Ford returned to the hall. 

Mr. Forp said it had occurred to him since he had withdrawn from the 
hall that it might be regarded as an act of discourtesy, and he had 
thought it better to return. The following notice stood in his name :— 
**To call attention to the circular letter issued by the council in December 
to the members of the society, calling for subscriptions for the metropoli- 
tan police, and to move—‘ That in the — of this meeting the per- 
formance of their duty by the police, however commendable, is not a 
matter which calls for action by the council as representing this chartered 
corporation ; and this meeting, while appreciating the good intentions of 
the council, is of opinion that the time of the cashiers at the society’s 
offices ought not to have been occupied by receiving and giving receipts for 
money contributed on behalf of the police.’’’ He objected to the course 
the president had thought proper to take in addressing the meeting with 

to the motion before he (Mr. Ford) had brought it forward. There 
was nothing whatever in the motion which suggested that there was any 
question of politics connected with it. It seemed curious, and he might 
almost say suspicious, that the president should have thought it necessary 
to rg his remarks by saying that it was not a political matter. What 
he (Mr. Ford) suggested was, that the society was not established for the 
purpose of discussing the conduct of the police, and it was time they put 
a little pressure upon the council so that they should not go into the 
highways and byeways to induce the members to subscribe to things 
that were outside its functions. Not long ago he had troubled the 
council with a notice of motion to the effect that the society should pass 
some resclution with regard to the publication in the daily newspapers of 
evidence of a very objectionable character in the Divorce Court, and he was 
met by the council with the objection that that was not one of the pur- 
for which the society was established. If a question of that kind 
‘was not one for the consideration of which the society was established, 
surely the question of the conduct of the metropolitan police in Trafalgar- 
uare was not. He had been sworn in as a special constable, and had 
acted on that occasion, and he had seen the most brutal and outrageous 
conduct onthe of certain members of the force. It was most impolitic 
for the council to have started the subscription. 

Mr. Kugsxz seconded the motion, and was criticizing the conduct of the 
police, when 

Mr. 8. Wurrznzap rose to order. The conduct of the police was not 
referred to in the motion. 

Mr. Keestz urged that the council had no power to pass a resolution 
starting the subscription. It was entirely beneath the dignity of the 
society to ge begging for the police or anybody else. Hecould not help 
—— e —— = = —— a bad habit—that was 

m — i the meetings of this society. 

Sir Taonas ‘arng: Are law and —* politics?” 

Mr. Keznte: Yes, when they are debated for party purposes. He had 
written to the secretary, asking him to point out by what right the council 
did this, and he would be glad ifthe president would tell him under which 
bye-law it was done. It was not a question of being thankful to the 
police for keeping traffic free, or they might just as well do the same thing 
every 9th of November. He would like to know under what Act Sir 
Charles Warren had prohibited the meeting ? 

The Cuarnman: That is not the question, surely. We are not consider- 

ing Sir Charles Warren’s conduct. 
. Kensie: He is at the head of the body you are going to thank. 
Cuarrman: We are not going to thank any body. 


The : 
Mr. Tuomas said this was not the first time he had had the opportunity 
to Mr. Ford, nor the first time he had di th him, 





of d wi 
but he not hitherto taken an cpportunity of publicly contesting the | 


ints set forth in the various notices of motion in connection with which 

. Ford had so conspicuously figured. He (Mr. Thomas) thought that 
if ever there was a case in which the performance of their duty by the 

lice deserved to be commended at large by all well-disposed citizens, 
t was on the occasion of the recent demonstrations at Trafalgar-square. 
The Law Society was interested in any question which appertained to the 
maintenance of law and order, and in a crisis such as this, which 
amounted to a national crisis, it was their duty to approve of the conduct 
of the officers of the law. Mr. Ford had also complained of the services 
of the cashiers required. These services were voluntarily and 
gratuitously rendered, and had not cost the society a single shilling, and 
he (Mr. Thomas) was not aware that the usual business of the society had 
been interfered with. The notice of motion was almost a slur upon the 
society and upon Mr. Ford himself. The best thanks of the members of 
the society were due to the council and to the cashiers for their services. 

Mr. Bromuzy eaid that Mr. Ford had said that subscriptions were 
called for by the council, but if he would look at the circular they sent 
out, he would see that subscriptions were not even invited. It simply 
said that a subscription list been opened, and those who liked could 
contribute. They had heard a few words from Mr. Ford which shewed 
them that it was a covert attack on the police. He (Mr. Bromley) thought 
it very unfortunate that it had been brought before them. All the 
expenses had been deducted from the money subscribed, so it had cost 
the society nothing. He moved that the meeting do proceed to the next 
business, as the best method of getting the opinion of the meeting upon 
the propriety or impropriety of bringing such a motion forward. 

r. Metvitt Green seconded. He wished the council had been content 
to let well alone, for there was no necessity for them to have done anything 
as a corporate body. But if the motion were carried, it would be fettering 
the hands of the council, and they would not be able to send out a 
circular which was not strictly within the four corners of the charter. 
This would be very unwise, as a case might arise of misfortune to servants 
or officers, when such a course might be desirable; and if they defeated 
the motion, they would be confirming the action of the council, which 
was exactly what he would rather not do. 

Mr. Kruzer thought the council quite right, and he thought they might 
have done a great deal more. He thought public feeling on both sides of 
politics was entirely in favour of the police. It would be a lamentable 
thing if such a commendable object as this were to have cold water 
thrown upon it. 

Mr. J. Appison, speaking as a member of the council, said the idea of 
politics had never entered the minds of the council. What they felt was 
that the police had performed the orders given them—whether those orders 
were right or wrong—most admirably. They had given upalarge amount 
of time, and had endured privation and want of food and a large extension 
of their hours of labour—and all for the purpese of fulfilling the orders so 
given tothem. They had done this with a cheerfulness and alacrity beyond 
all praise. It was thought that the society should call upon its members 
to do what had been done by many other large bodies, and that, if they 
did not, they, the solicitors of London, would almost stand alone in not 
recognizing the merits of this important body of men. It would be an ill 
day for London and for the country if that body of men, performing their 
duties as they had done, did not receive, as they deserved, a recognition of 
their valuable services. 

Mr. Forp said he would not press the motion, but 

Mr. Kegsxz, as the seconder, insisted upon its going to the vote. 

Mr. Appisox also objected to the motion being withdrawn. 

Mr. H. Rose said he was one of a large number whw approved of the 
action of the council. Let the motion go to the vote, that the council 
might see by what an enormous majority they were supported against the 
revolutionary element. 

Mr. Forp, in replying, said he had not introduced the question of 
politics at all. The cashiers did not give their time gratuitously, because 
they gave receipts, and he assumed the society’s servants were paid for 
their time during office hours. 

The amendment, on being put to the vote, was — by a large 
majority, and the motion was defeated by a majority greater. 


Laat Epvcarion. 

The following notice was on the business paper :—“ Mr. Ford will aleo 
call attention to the will of the late Mr. Justice Quain, as it refers to the 
question of legal education, and will move—That the neglected state of 
legal education as articled law students renders it necessary 
that the council should use every endeavour to secure to such students a 
—_— participation in the benefits of the legacy of £10,C00 set a for 

e promotion of legal education by the will of the late learned judge.”’ 

Mr. Forp, in moving the resolution, said that when such a sum as 
£10,000 was floating about, as guardians of legal education the society 
should do what they could to securea portion of it. The position of 
legal education was most deplorable so far as the society was concerned. 
They received £10,000 a year from the students, and they gave a paltry 
£100 to Liverpool, a paltry £100 to Newcastle, and a paltry £100 to Bir- 
mingham, and that was all the society did as far as the country was con- 
cerned. Then there were miserable lectures in London which the majority 
of articled clerks did not attend, and those who did were generally dis- 
gusted. With regard to the £10,000 referred to in his motion, the learned 
judge had left a large discretion to the executors, and he (Mr. Ford) sin- 
cerely hoped that the council would do what they possibly could to secure 
a participation in this sum for clerks, As regarded the Inns of 
Court, it was likely enough that a very strong e would be brought 
to bear upon the executors in their behalf; but he would remind the 

eeting that the Inns of Court were rich indeed. The Solicitor- 
General, in « recent speech, had that, notwithstanding the 
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wealth of the Inns of Court, the students did not to any extent avail them- 
selves of the valuable exhibitions and arama which were offered. 
In Manchester the society contributed nothing whatever to legal educa- 
tion out of the £10,000 received annually from articled clerks. If they 
could not help Manchester directly, they might help it indirectly by doing 
what they could to secure some of this money for the benefit of Owens 
College, on the understanding that the law students of Manchester should 
be permitted to join it. 

Mr. Kiser seconded the motion. 

Mr. Green said he ——— from the motion that it was a sort of 
scramble amongst everybody interested in 1 education. 

Mr. Forp read an extract from the will, o that the legacy was 
one of £10,000. 

Sir Tuomas Paine: £400 a year at the outside. 

Mr. B. G. Laxsr said that, as he had taken some interest in the subject of 
legal education, he would like to say why he should vote against the 
motion. It was very curious for those who really did know what had been 
doing by the council, to observe the absolute ignorance of Mr. Ford on the 
subject. More than once had been sent out by the council to 
every large town, inclu anchester, asking if they required any pro- 
vision made for the articled clerks. Manchester and other towns 
replied that they were quite satisfied with as they were, and they 
found it very difficult to keep up as they were going on. He (Mr. Lake) 
entirely declined to admit that 1 ucation in London was neglected. 
He absolutely and entirely denied and disputed it, therefore he could 
not vote for the resolution. Moreover, he could not vote for it for the 
reason that it was unn . As the President had mentioned —fol- 
lowing not only the most advan us but the most usual course— 
namely, that of giving the meeting over which he presided the facts 
upon which they could come to a decision—he (Mr. Lake) knew that a 
committee was sitting of which one of the trustees of Mr. Justice 
Quain’s will was a member. The matter was only standing over be- 
cause of that tleman’s unfortunate illness. 

Mr. Forp said there was always in the letters written by the council 
a paragraph saying, ‘‘ we will give you so much if you will find another 
sum.” 


Mr, Laxe said Mr. Ford was quite wrong, that was not the fact. 

Mr. Forp said he had eet letters from the country law societies on 
that very point. He was perfectly well aware of the fact of one of the 
executors acting, because he had been im correspondence with him. It 
— Mr. Jevons, of Liverpool. It was no secret, because it was in the 
wi 

The motion was defeated by a large majority. 


Srrtincs oy THE Law Courts. 

Mr. F. K. Muwron, in accordance with notice, asked (a) whether the 
attention of the council had been drawn to the following observations 
made from the bench by Mr. Justice Mathew (Zimes, October 28, 1887) :— 
It frequently —28 when cases are called on that they are not ready ; 
it is a growing evil, and one which causes the test inconvenience and 
delay. I think that if one or two actions for ligence were to be 
brought against the responsible solicitors, it wo have a salutary 
effect ’’ ; (4) whether the council is aware that the icular case giving 
tise to the judge’s observations had been in the of another court in 
the. morning, and transferred to Mr. Justice Mathew’s list without the 
knowledge of the solicitors concerned; and (¢) whether the council is of 
opinion that the position is one calling for a respectful, but firm and 
dignified, representetion to the judge on the injurious effect of this in- 
discriminate judicial censure. He said that, in asking the question, he 
ae the delicacy of the position. He would very careful to 
avoid any remarks of an inflammatory nature. A state of “y - had 
arisen in the law courts which, he ventured to th called for the 
attention of the heads of their branch of the profession. It was no 
uncommon thing for the judges, both in chancery and common law, to 
make observations in reference to solicitors without being fully acquainted 
with the facts, such observations being of very serious —“* to them, 
and he thought the time had come when something in the shape of a re- 
spectful but dignified remonstrance should be e state of 
things. As a matter of fact, he would like to call the attention of the 
society to what the position of the case was. It ap that it stood 
No. 80 in the special jury Middlesex list for the 24th of October, and that, 
through various collapses, this case No. 80 got into the on the 
morning of the fourth day of the sitting. It been ly allotted 
to Mr. Justice , but was shifted later in the day to Mr. Justice 
Mathew’s list unobserved by the solicitors concerned in it, owing mainly 
to the great crowd in the court, which kept the parties to the case in the 
corridors. The court was full, and, as they knew, there was no regulation 
whatever for keeping the public outside that part of the court which 
properly belonged to solicitors, and the solicitors were obliged to sit out- 
side in the corridor. This case was, therefore, one in which certainly no 
such observation should have been made by Mr. Justice Mathew. He 
(Mr. Munton) believed there was a unanimous opinion ae of the 
profession that under no circumstances should a case be erred from 
paper A. to paper B. on the same day without the consent of both parties 
to the action. If such a regulation as that had been established at the 
time of this unfortunate and unhappy occurrence, they would probably 
have been spared the humiliation of such a statement coming from Mr. 
Justice Mathew, which was reported next morning in the Zimes, and sent 
from one end of the dom to the other. 


were engaged—and therefore they have no knowledge of what occurred 
except what they may es have gathered from the public 
they do not t that the occasion is one which calls for any action 
on their part, more —— as ¥ 
Munton, as we have now alterations ae eee 
to the conduct of the trial of actions before the Queen’s Bench, we 
hope, if adopted, will have the effect of rendering any such unfortunate 
* almost ee 4 8* futuro. 
. GREEN a would only remove difficulty, 
atu! — 
The Presipent: I think after a question has been addressed to me and 
I have answered ii Oe 8S on ee eee? m it. 
Mr. Green said he only wanted to make a suggestion, was that 
the council should keep a register of complaints made by members of the 
society of the rash utterances of the judges. He thought it would have 
a valuable effect. 
The Prestpent: We will make a note of it. 
7 Samana 0 Gate ees a eae > 
e Presipent: It is not proposed as a motion. a matter of courtesy 
I asked Mr. Green to let us knew what be wished. 


Country Covrrs. 


Mr. F. K. Munrton, in accordance with notice, also asked ‘‘ Whether the 
modified recommendations made by the county court committee to 

the views of the council’s special committee have been considered b 
council, and, if so, with what result.’”” He asked the meeting to 
mind what was the state of things with regard to the subject. The 
courts committee had first reported, after that a sub-committee uf 
council had issued some printed comments thereon. The committee 
then resumed their meetings and issued a modified report, which he 
had handed tothe president. Since he(Mr. Munton) had put the resolu- 
tion on hong = Fe had been informed that the council still found some 
difficulties, and the president had suggested a renewed meeting. Under 
these circumstances he thought it would be needless for him to ask the 


ei 
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president to answer the question, therefore, with the approval of the 
president, he to withdraw the question. 
A vote of th to the president, moved by Mr. A. E. Fincu, and 


seconded by Mr. H. E. Gurzsxz, ted the proceedings. 


WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of this society was held at the Law Li , Pier- 

int-street, Worcester, on the 25th ult. Present: Mr. J. H. q 
eta (president), in the chair; Mr. A. W. Knott (vice-president), 
Messrs. F. Corbett, W. P. Hughes, O. Pidcock, G. Clarke, 8. Southall, T. 
Roberts, 8. B. Garrard, G. F. 8. Brown, W. ©. Quarrell, H. Golding- 
ham, J. Stallard, T. Southall, J, Stallard, jun., G. W. Bentley, T. G. 
Hyde, F. Parker, S. M. Beale, J. pson, W. T. Curtler, W. H. 
Moore (Upton-on-Severn), G. Perry (Stourbridge), E. Nevinson (Malvern), 
E. A. Davies (hon. treasurer), T. R. Jeffery (hon. secretary). 
The report of the committee and treasurer's accounts for the past year 
were received and adopted. Mr. Joseph Higgins Whately, of vern, 
was unanimously re-elected president ; Mr. A, W. Knott, vice-president ; 
Mr. E. A. Davies, hon treasurer; and Mr. F. R. Jeffery, hon. sec. for the 
ensuing year. The following Tee Messrs. F. Corbett, W. P. 
Hughes, T. G. Hyde, T. Southall, and J. Stallard, jun , were re- 
members of the committee in addition to the officers of the society. Mr, 
Kenard Ball, solicitor, Pershore, was elected a member of the society. 
A resolution was passed ting a sum of £5 out of the funds of 
society for the ae prizes to be com for by the 
members of the Worcester and Worcestershire Law S' ; 
Attention was called to the ce caused by the circular 
recently issued by the Post Office that, on and after the 
letters —— tae oman ee : £1 1s. be pug a 
ing to their as req an 
O ‘which has not been enforced, business letters, owever addressed, 
having been delivered at the private residences of parties when so desired. 
It was moved by Mr. Roberts, and seconded by Mr. Goldingham, and 
resolved: ‘‘That a representation be made to the P 
pointing out the inconvenience caused to several members of this society by 
the iss of the circular, and respectfully requesting him to give 
directions for the recall of the same.” 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 
Members.—The 
The number of su ° 

Distinguishing marks for members in the Law List.—The committee beiag 
of opinion that it was desirable that the names of members of the society 
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distinguished i. special mark placed opposite 
ther namcy arreagementa were 2 * ‘made which such spedial 
distinguishing —— — for 1887, and these arrange- 
ments will be contin 


Trustees’ Investments.—Your committee have had under their consideration 





The Presipgnt: With regard to the explanation asked for by Mr. 
Munton, I have to say that, having regard first to the lapse of time which 
has taken place since the occurrence, and also to the fact that the attentien 


proper 
suggested that the Law Society should initiate 
wif the view ofindomadfying trues inca where the amount 


of the council has not been called to it by either of the solicitors who | does not exceed two-thirds of the value of such property. The Incorporated 
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Law Society have informed your committee that the subject is under the 
consideration of a special committee of their society, to whom the 
suggestion of your committee has been referred. 

Transfer Bill.—It is understood that this Bill will be re-introduced 
early next session, in its pyeees form, as a Government measure. The 
committee gave their careful consideration to the Bill of last session, and 
in the Appendix ‘‘ A ”’ to this report will be found copies of their replies 
rated Law Society on 


Solicitors’ Remuneration Act.—The committee desire to call renewed 
attention to the resolution which was passed at the Annual General 
Meeting of the Society held on the 23rd day of January, 1883, upon the 
subject of the scale of remuneration in conveyancing work allowed by the 
order under the above Act, and to point out, that in the furtherance of 
their true professional interests, it should be the endeavour of all solicitors, 
by adhering as strictly as possible to the scale, to secure the same general 
acceptance of it by the public as is customarily accorded to other scales, 


to two sets of queries of the Council of the Inco 


the provisions of the Bill, and whick replies embody the views of the com- 
mittee on some of the main points involved in the Bill. The committee 


feel strongly that the 


public advantage. 


rovisions of the Bill should not be made generally 
— 4— until it is found in practice to be easily workab:e and for the 


The following are the replies to the second circular of the Incorporated 


Law Society (25th October) :— 


QUESTIONS. 

1. The necessity or expediency of 

tion, compulsory or otherwise, 

and the cost necessari'y incident to any 

such system of conveyancing as com- 

pared with that now in force. In con- 

nection with this the Counc‘! will be 

glad to have some details as to the 

av cost of sales and mortgages, 

yy. in small transactions, not ex- 

ceeding £300, and as to the average pro- 

— of fabeielan ache in the 

yen conveyan usiness in yort 
district? 





or disadvantages 


2. The advan 
scheme of double 


of the prop 
on, that is by the grantor as | 
well as by the grantee! | 

8, The principle on which land trans- | 
fer districts should be constituted, and | 
whether they should be numerous and | 
local or centralized ? 

4. The advantages or disadvantages | 
of the proposed system of confirmation | 
of titles! 

5. The effect of the alterations or 
amendments of the law contemplated | 
by the Bill, and the mode in which | 
be e 





, on be best carried out in prac- | 
ice 

6. The position of solicitors under | 
the proposed scheme ? | 


REPLIES. 


1. The committee regard registration 
of titles to land as a question of public 
policy upon which Parliament is 

ledged, and are of opinion that the 
law societies should confine their 
attention to the details of any pro- 
posed scheme, 

The committee are of opinion that no 
system of registration should be made 
generally compulsory until proved in 

ractice in a limited area to work satis- 
‘acto: F The working of any scheme 
will probably in its earlier stages dis- 
close unexpected difficulties, involving 
serious delays; and if registration 
were made generally compulsory be- 
fore such difficulties had been over- 
come, the real property market of the 
whole country would for a time be 
paralyzed. 

At first registration would increase 
the cost of conveyancing. Its ultimate 
effect upon expense must largely 
depend upon the formalities to be 
complied with, and the amount of 
registration fees. 

n this district the authorized scale 
of solicitors remuneration for convey- 
ancing is usually adhered to, except as 
to deeds in connection with building 
societies and building estates, which 
are very numerous, In these cases 
(which chiefly affect the artizan class) 
the present cost is very small, and 
compulsory registration must neces- 
sarily increase it. 

2. The committee are of opinion that 
double registration is unnecessary. 





8, There should be a land transfer 
district for each county. In a large 
county it may be desirable to have 


| more than one registry. 


4. It is not desirable to confirm 
possessory titles in so short a period 
as five years. 

5. The committee refer to their re- 
plies to the circular issued by the 
Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society in April, 1887. 


6, Only solicitors should be allowed 


| to conduct business in the registry for 


| reward, aud all instruments brought 


into the registry should be verified by 
a solicitor. 

The rules should be published before 
the Bill passes through the committee 
stage. 


Rules of practice on sales of property in mortgage where the sule is conducted by 
the solicitor of the mortgagor.—A question having arisen as to the proper 


practice as between the solicitors to the mortgagor and mortgagee on sales 
of mortgaged property by the mortgagor, the committee think it desirable 
to reprint the rules of practice on the subject adopted by the Worcester 
and Worcestershire Law Society on the 17th day of January, 1855, and a 
print of which rules wil] be found in the Appendix ‘‘ B“ to this report. 


The following are the rules referred to :— 
1, That the solicitor of the mortgagee shall, before the property in mortgage is 
advertised for sale, be consulted and his name referred to in the advertisement, 


if he requires it. 
2. That unless powers of sale contained in the mo are to be exercised, the 
*— solicitor shall not, as a matter of course, be entitled to peruse adver- 
or conditions of sale. 


8. That the mortg ’s solicitor shall be entitled to attend the sale, and to 
charge for such attendance. 

4 That abstract (unless an abstract has been already furnished by the mort- 
gages 8 solicitor) shall be furnished by the mortgagee’s solicitor and charged for, 

ut if there is an abstract with the deeds he shall only charge for a copy. 

5. Thatif —— in mortgage is sold in lots, the mortgagor’s solicitor shall 
make the se copies of abstract that niay be required from the abstract fur- 
nished by the mo ee’s solicitor. 

6. That when an abstract or copy ofan abstract has been furnished by the 
mortgagee’s solicitcr, the latter shall produce the deeds for examination therewith 
— ap. copy made in pursuance of clause 5 to one or more purchasers at the 


expense. 
an the draft conveyance shall be sent by the mortgagor’s solicitor to the 


ortgngec's solicitor for perusal. 
8. the mortgagee’s solicitor shall be entitled to make and charge for a copy 
of each conveyance, but when there are joint mortgagees, he shall be entitled to 


9. t beside the above charges the mortgagee’s solicitor shall be entitled to 
the usual charges for journeys, attendances, and correspondence, — 


others. 


such as the usual scale of commissions charged by stockbrokers and 





LAW ASSOCIATION, 


At a meeting of the directors held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, on Thursday, the 2nd inst.—the following being present, viz. :— 
Mr. Sidney Smith, chairman; Messrs. Bolton, 
Haycock, Lucas, Nesbit, Sawtell, and Arthur 
grant of £20 was made to the daughter of a d 
members were elected, and the ordinary general business was transacted, 


llisson, Cronin, Hine- 
mter, secretary—a 
member, two new 








1888 :— 
Adams, Herbert Edward 


cde 
Allen, Frederick Joseph 
Andrews, David Palmer 
Aston, Harold Edgar 
Baker, Herbert 
Baldwin, Henry Hall 
Ballantine, James 
Barber, Sydney Vaughan 
Benwell, Charles Marchant 
Blunt, Graham 
Bonham-Carter, Walter Henry 
Brayshaw, Christopher Johnson 
Broomhall, Thomas Henry 
Burlton, Harry Edmund 
Burn, Roddam William 
Carn, William George 
Challis, Arthur John 
Chapman, Ernest George Cary 
Chilcott, Hugh Thurston 
Chillcott, Richard Herbert 
Clarke, Robert Frederick 
Clowes, Robert Eller 
Cole, Henry 
Costerton, Percival Sydney 
Crockett, Arthur Walcott 
Davis, Thomas Buffen 
Doria, Francesco 
Druitt, Melvill 
Drummond, Duncan Powys 
Dutton, John Victor 
Earl, George Selmes 
Eaton, James Stewart 


Eyston, Charles Turberville 
Firth, Herbert Allau 

Ford, Frederick James Girdleston 
Goodcnough, Frederick Crauturd 
Harris, Jonathan Edward 

Hart, Henry Thomas 

Hawks, erbert Spence, B.A. 
Hewitt, Percy Milford 

Hill, William Thomas 

Ivens, Harry George 


Jerome, Peter 

Jevons, Rowland, B.A. 

Jones, Daniel 

Jones, David David 

Jones, John Wynn Stanier 
Jones-Lloyd, Frederick Propert 


Alderson, Edward Philip Standly,K 
B 


Eddowes, Herbert Macaulay, B.A. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 12th of January, 


King, William Henry 

, Thomas Edward Varley 
Lewis, Arthur Edward, B.A. 
Lockwood, Willie Ernest 

Logan, Crawford William 

Long, Edward Vivian 

Lowe, Cuthbert Joseph 

Lowe, Edward Stinton 

Lydall, John French 

Maclure, Frederick Cavendish, B.A. 
Marston, Edmund Richard 
Maugham, Charles Ormond, B.A. 
Morgan, Ivor Rhys 

Newton, Thomas 

Peck, Kenrick Eyton 

Pemberton, Henry Bertram Oliver 
Pettitt, Charles Henry 

Phillips, Charles Percy, B.A. 
Pope, Ratcliffe 

Powell, Edward 

Price, Henry Fitzhardinge 
Prichard, Charles Ernest Moreton 
Pyke, Arthur 

Quincey, Bertram de Quincey 
Ramsden, John Bent 

Reed, Henry John Clement 
Remnant, Percy Waterland 
— Ernest Montague, B.A., 


Rhodes, Bernard Clement 
Richards, John Alexander, B.A. 
Rogers, Alexander Elliott 

Scott, Henry Albert 

Shaw, James Longsdon 
Sheppard, Richar 

Sherriff, Herbert Henry 

Smith, Henry Valentine 

Smith, John Thomas 
Thomasset, Victor 

Thompson, John 

Traill, He Fergus 

Waddy, William Arthur 
Walker, James Herbert 
Walters, Arthur Melmoth, B.A. 
Ward, Alfred Ernest 


— William Edward Henry, Wardle, Frederick Darlington 
A 


Watkins, Henry Horatio 

Weare, Frank 

Whiteford, Walter Robert Hamilton 

Williams, John Lloyd Vaugham Sey- 
mour 

Wix, William Henry Buller 





Frvat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 


successful at the Final Examination held on the 10 


1888 :— 


Addison, Herbert Edward Tasker 
Ashworth, Richard Redfern 





| Beatson, David John Michael 


and 11th of January, 


Meg Beauclerc Bennett, B.A. 
Bell, William Henry 
Benbow, Oswald Thomas 
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Benham, William Frederick Leather, Francis Holdsworth 
Bennitt, William Herbert Lewin, Thomas Ellerker 
Bishop, Frederick William Lewis, David Thomas 


Lilly, Humphrey Cheetham 
—J5 James Ensor Dyer 
McHugh, y= William Strong 


Burton, Harry 
Butler, Alfred Middleton 
Cadle, Clement Pearce 


Calvert, Edwin Montagu Mackenzie, Kennett 

Carter, Langham, B.A. MacLeod, Donald John 
Cartmel, George Edward Manning, Edward Laurence 
Carver, Thomas, B.A. March, Herbert 

Catlow, Arthur Masters, Thomas James Poole 
Cattle, Frederic, B.A. Matthews, Walter Hudson 


May, William, B.A. 
Mead, James Ernest 


Miller, George Munro 
Mostyn, Charles 

Myers, Melancthon Thackray 
Neale, Edward James 

Neve, Percy Titus 

Newton, George Daniel 


Chetham, Henry 

Cobban, James McDonald 
Cook, George William 
Copnall, Henry Hampton 
Darbyshire, Benjamin Harvie 
Darnell, Albert Joseph 
Davis, Herbert John 
Dighton, Francis Probyn 
Dorman, Francis Thomas 


Dowson, Hubert Arthur Norman, Arthur 

Dun, Finlay, B.A. Nortonr John William 
Ellis, Montague Nutt, George Arthur, B.A. 
Ethelston, Arthur Assheton, B.A. Parkes, James W1 

Evans, Alfred Peckover, Stephen 

Evans, Peter McIntyre, B.A, Perks, Dodds 
Farmer, Charles Edward Perrin, F 


Platt, Geo ge Francis, B.A. 
Powell, Wadham Locke 
Rayner, Charles Joseph Lee, B.A. 
Rhodes, Frank Septimus 
Rogers, Paul Owen 
Roper, Freeman, B.A. 
Rotherham, Richard Alexander 
—* — 

hakespeare, Benjamin 
Sleigh, Myles Atkinson 
Smith, Charles Ewbank 
Smith, Thomas Henry 
Stafford, John 
Stirk, James William Edward 
Stoughton, John Arnold 
Taylor, James Henry 
Trimmer, Charles Henry 
Unsworth, Alfred 


Fellowes, Evelyn Napier, B.A, 
Fielders, Richard 

Fox, Edmund Thomas 
Freeman, Drury 

Gray, William Johns, B.A. 
Greenwood, Ernest Walter 

Hale, Matthew Henry 

Harrison, Harold Francis 
Harrison, Henry Michael Staunton 
Heath, William 

Henry, Thomas William 

Hindle, William Henry 

Hoare, Charles Hen 

Hotham, Arthur, B.A. 

Howard, William John 

Hudson, Frederick, B.A. 

Huntley, Frederick Thomas, B, A. 
Jackson, Reginald Augustus 


Jackson, Thomus Cathrick Wall e:, Arthur 

Johnson, Henry Chaderton Warre, Charles Edward 
Johnson, John Samuel Watson, Hugh 

Joy, George Robert Gordon Williams, Robert Harold 
Keeble, Jasper Williams, Thomas John, B.A. 
Keefe, William Edgar Williamson, George Samuel 


Wooding, Benjamin, B.A. 
Wyatt, Algernon Hugh 

Yeates, Frederick Willson 
Young, Archibald Edward 


Kenrick, William George Kyffyn 
Kent, Ernest Alfred, B.A. 
Kershaw, John Buckley 
Kesteven, Charles Henry 
Kesteven, John Broughton 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Anruur Mosetzy Onanneit, Q.C., has been appointed Recorder of 
the City of Rochester, in succession to Mr. Francis Barrow, resigned. Mr. 
Channell is the son of the late Mr. Baron Channell, and was born in 1838, 
He was educated at Harrow, and he was formerly scholar of Trinity Col- 
lege, Cambridge, where he graduated as a wrangler, and also in the 
second class of the classical in 1861, and he was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1863. He practises on the South- 
Eastern Circuit. Mr. Ohannell was for several years a revising barrister, 
and he became a Queen’s Counsel in 1885. 


Mr. Cuartzs WeiLnorne Hatt, solicitor, of Doncaster and Wakefield, 
has been appointed Registrar of the Doncaster County Court, in succes- 
— * * J — Edwood Shirley, resigned. Mr. Hall was admitted a 
solicitor ¥ 


Sir Gzorcz Wit1t1AM Morrison, solicitor, of Leeds, has been elected 
President of the Leeds Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year. 
Mr. G. Morrison was admitted a solicitor in 1875. He has been for several 
years town clerk of Leeds, and he received the honour of knighthood in 
1885, on the occasion of the Jubilee of Municipal Corporations. 


Mr. Joun Epwarps Hit, solicitor, of Halifax, has been elected Presi- 
dent of the Halifax Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Hill was 
admitted a solicitor in 1854. Heis clerk to the ey age Local Board, 
and deputy-coroner for the Halifax Division of the Honor of Pontefract. 

Mr. Cuaries Oonavucuton Muwro, solicitor, of 48, Wa -street, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Whitechapel Commissioners of Baths and 
Washhouses, in succession to the late Mr. Henry Sadler Mitchell. Mr. 
Munro was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 

a Doeane — 2 THomas, Fa gw * —— been 
appo Olerk to the Magistrates for that borough. . Thomas was 
admitted a solicitor in 1882, * 





Mr. Joz Gzorcs Oatrnnor, solicitor (of the firm of Bonner, Coen, S 
Bonner), of Spalding, has been appointed Clerk to the South H 
Commissioners of Sewers, on the resignation of his , Mr. Charles 
Foster Bonner. Mr. Calthrop is the son of Mr. ph Calthrop, of 
ag Fen, Lincolnshire, and was born in 1836. He was educated at 
St. Paul’s School. He was admitted a solicitor in 1859, and he is coroner 
for the Spalding District of Lincolnshire. 

Mr. Gsrornce Rurnuven Le Hunts, barrister, has been appointed a 
Member of the ve Council of the Leeward Islands. Mr. Le Hunte 
1s the eldest son of Mr. George Le Hunte, of Artramont, Wexford, and 
was born in 1852. He was educated at Eton and at es teem Oam- 
bridge, where he graduated in the second class of the law h 
tripos in 1873, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln's-inn in May, 1881. 
He acted for a short time as Attorney- of Fiji, and he is now pre- 
sident and treasurer of the Island of Dominica. 

Mr. Hewry Watpemar Lawrence, barrister, has been appointed Sub- 
Treasurer of the Inner Temple. Mr. Lawrence is the second son of Sir 
Henry Montgomery Lawrence, Bart., and nephew of the first Lord 
Lawrence. He was born in 1845, and he was educated at Trinity College, 
—— He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inu in Easter Term, 

Mr, Hewrrr Pootz Jetustr, ‘Q.0., has been appointed a Serjeant-at- 
Law in Ireland, in suceession to Mr. Serjeant Madden, who has been 
appointed Solicitor-General for Ireland. Mr. Serjeant Jellett was called 
to the bar at Dublin in 1847. He became a Queen's Counsel in 1864, and 
he was elected a bencher of the King’s-inns in 1875. He practises in the 
Chancery Division. 

Mr. Oxantes Lionzt Sanpars, barrister, has been appointed an English 
J of the International Oourt of First Instance at Alexandria, in suc- 

m to the late Mr. John Edward Wallis. Mr. Sandars is the second 
son of Mr. Thomas Collett Sandars, barrister, and was born in 1853. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November, 1880. 

Mr. Joun Worrett Oarnincton, D.0.L., Chief Justice of the Islands of 
St. Lucia and Tobago, has been created a Companion of the Order of St. 
Michael and St. George. Ohief Justice Carrington is the fourth son of Mr. 
Nathaniel Worrell i n, of Barbadoes, and was born in 1847. He 
is a D.O.L. of Lincoln Oo , Oxford, and he was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1872. He was Solicitor-General of 
Barbadoes from 1866 till 1881, when he was —— Attotnoy · General, 
= * was appointed Chief Justice of St. Lucia and Tobago in the 

ollowing year. 

Mr. Samvet Browntow Gray, Attorney-General of Bermuda, has been 
created a Knight Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George. 
SirS. B. Gray is the second son of Mr. Benjamin Charles Gray, and was born 
in 1823. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1847, 
and he has been mega ae: of Bermuda since 1861. 

Mr. Parricx Cott, solicitor, of Dublin, has been appointed Chief Crown 
Solicitor for Ireland. 

Mr. Gzorer Henry Davis, solicitor, of No. 156, Regent-street, London, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. Mr. Davis was admitted in 1879. 

Mr. L. W. Lewis, solicitor, of Walsall, has been eppoinved Clerk to the 
Justices of the Petty Sessional Division of Rushall, Staffordshire, in the 
place of Mr. Samuel Wilkinson, resigned. 

CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
Disso.vTions. 


Atrrep Howarp Burosss and Ernest Kennic Wittrams (Burgess & 
Williams), solicitors, Leicester. Jan. 25, 

Wrutaau Sweet, Joun Baames Cooper Burrovens, and Cuarites Lacy 
Sweer (Sweet, Burroughs, & Sweet), solicitors, Bristol. Dec. 31. 

Henny Wave and Cuanies Suza Tuomas (Wade & Thomas), solicitors, 
Shrewsbury. Dec. 31. [ Gazette, Jan. 47. 

GENERAL 

The annual meeting of the Cardiff In Law Society was he!d 
on the 26th ult. We regret that pressure of matter compels us to hold 
over a report of the proceedings. 

Mr. H. H. Fowler, M.P., has been this week confined to the house with 
a sudden attack of illness. Though it is not deemed of a serious 
character, his medical adviser has prohibited him from attending any 


public meeting for the babe 

A Co udges is stated to have sat on Wednesday at the 
Royal Courts of Justice, and to have the new circuit \° 
ments, and some contemplated reductions in the number of the higher 
officials of the Court. 
appeal from the decision of the 


Benchers of the Inner Temple, who refused to call a law student, Mr. 
Stanbury Eardley, to the , was heard in the Lord Chief Justice's 


22 Aang Ae. —* ar Courts, 8 Lord aleridge, the Master of 
e Lord er). . Buron Huddleston, ustices 
Hawkins, ——— , and Stirling. * t conducted his own 
represented . Gully, Q.0., and Mr. 

the decision of the 


while the Benchers were 


Benchers being upheld. 

On the 27th ult. considerable peter ram i tag Ae al Courts 
that Sir H. F. Bristowe, Q.0., the Vice- of the P Court 
of Lancaster, who was announced to sit in Queen’s Bench Oourt IV., did 
not take his seat in court. The learned Vice-Chancellor had been occupy- 





Mr. Justice Stirling's court for nearly a peering © hes 
pele cane in which the festa count amok tou —2* 


y. Mr. Justice Stirling having returned to 
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find an empty court on the Queen’s Bench side of the 
which the er of the case could be continued. 
is not being used by the Judge it is uently let for arbi- 
t the arbitrator is not allowed to sit upon the bench nor to use 
private room. During the time that Vice-Chancellor Bristowe 
r. Justice Stirling’s court he sat robed on the bench and used 
private room without any question being raised as to his right 
e same privileges and ity asa Judge of the High Court. 
27th ult., however, the question was in the absence of the 
Chief Justice, and Vice- cellor Bristowe declined to proceed 
with the hearing of the case unless he sat on the bench and enjoyed the 
dignity appertaining to his practice as a Judge. Several of the 
Judges were led to, and at permission was accorded to the 
learned Vice- llor—who had retired to the Temple—to occupy a seat 
on the bench, and one of the Lords Justice placed his private room at 
his disposal for robing. Later in the day the Vice-Chancellor took his 
seat on the bench and proceeded with the hearing of the case without 


t. 
At a dinner of the Clothworkers’ ome on Wedneseday last, Lord 
Justice Fry, in ding tothe toast of ‘‘ e Bench of Englan ,”’ said that 
the Bench of England was com of moderate men, who had no right 
to hope for poplar and no to win it, although they could not be 
insensible to opinion of those among whom they lived. It wasa 
great support to the Bench in the discharge of their duty to know that, 
Sithough they had to disappoint hopeful suitors and litigants on this hand 
and on that in the of their duty, yet the discharge of those 
duties gave satisfaction to their fellow-citizens. He believed it would be 
200 years next year since the judges had been placed in the ition 
they :now occupied in the Constitution of England. Under the 
Act passed after the great Revolution of 1688 they were made 
irremovable by the Crown except on addresses from both Houses 
of Parliament. During those 200 years no single judge had ever been 
removed upon an address so presented to the Crown. As far as his 
knowledge went, no motion for such an address had ever been made by 
either House of Parliament. The Judges, therefore, were inheritors of 
great traditions. Whatever times of troubles should come, if ever that 
= of anarchy and lawlessness, which even now was showing here and 

its accursed head, should gain greater vigour than at the present 
moment it possessed, and the foundations of society should be imperilled, 
he believed they might look to Her Majesty’s Judges to do their utmost to 
administer justice in times of difficulty without partiality, without fear of 
the frowns or the expectation of favour of minister or mob. 


AD 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. APPEAL CouRT APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
1, No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 


No. 
M Feb. 6 Mr. Clowes Mr. Pugh Mr. Godfrey Mr. Leach 
“=e ‘0e Lavi Rolt Beal 
Wednesday 8 Carrington Pugh Godfrey Leach 
Thursday.. = — ave Rolt — 
Friday ...... e Pug’ Godfrey Leac’ 
Sa bos. ae Pugh Lavie Rolt Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
6 Mr. Koe Mr, Jackson Mr. Ward 
Clowes Cc Pemberton 
oe Jackson ard 
Clowes Carrington Pemberton 
Koe Jackson Ward 
Clowes Carrington Pemberton 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1838, 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROKATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 


1887. 
(Continued p. 192.) 
Whiteley v Barley app of dft from j of Mr Justice Mathew at trial without 
ajary in Middx Nov 30 
Godfrey v Lezarus (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from judgt of Baron Pollock 
& Mr Justice Hawkins on app from County Court Dec 1 
Gardyne v Corbin & ors app of pit from jadgt of Baron Huddlestop at triel in 
Middx (jary 4 ) Deod 
v Mayor, &o, of St Albans (Q B Crown Side) spp of plt from Justices 
St end AL Smith affirming order of sessions for payment of rate for 
giving Ratter v Mayor, &c, of St Albans app of pit from the same judet 


Darrant v The Lowestoft East Coast Mutual Fishing Lugger Insurance Assocn 

app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Cave at trial withouta jary in Middx Dec7 

we End app of dft W M Luck from judgt of Mr Justice Charles at 

Pm — app of pls frows jodgt of 36 Jastice Den trial 
v ver po rom r man at 

withont « jury in Middx Deo 14 . ; 
v 


Pennington bbets “pp of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial 
PN nah bee — x Deo 16 


v London Trams Co, ld appof pit from Justices Mathew & Charles 
covers jadgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial for damage aesessed by jury 


Waish v & enr (trading, &0) (QB Crown Side) app of dfte from 
Jastices Wille & Grantham affirming judgt on app from county court Dec 19 


Un‘on Counties of Bristol & Somerset (Q B Crown Side) app of Medway 

Gvardiaus from Baron Pollock & Mr Justice Hawkins — order on 

special case stated by sessions as to pauper settlement Dec 19 

Hardy v Nicholeon app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial without a 
jury in Middx Dec 20 

Bank of British North America v New Brunswick Trad Co of London, ld 
— from jadgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial without a jury in Middx 


Millican v Sulivan & ors app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial 

in Middx (jury discharged) Dec 21 

Dean v Bristol & South Wales Ry & Wagon Co, 1d app of dfts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Denwan at trial without a jary in Middx Dec 21 

Marchant, Singer & Cov Edwardson & anr app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice 

Day at trial without a jury in Middx Dec 22 

Rooke v Czarnikow app of dft Bidder from judgment of the Lord Chief Just’ce 

at trial without a jury in Middx Des 24 

The London & County Banking Co, ld, & ors v The London and River Plate 
—3* yt from jadgt of Mr Justice M anisty at trial without a jury 

x 


1888. 
Neville v Baker & Wife app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial 
withoat a jury in Middx Jan 2 


FROM ORDERS MADE ON INTERLOCUTORY MOTIONS IN THE 
QUEEN’S ~~ DIVISION. 


Magrath, Provost, & v Reichel app of dftin person from Justices Wills and 

Grantham directing defence to be struck out—jadgt for plt and injunction 

against continuance in possession of benefice Magrath, Provost, &Co v Reichel 

app of dftin person from Justices Wills & Grantham dismissing app from 

Baron Pollock in chambers directing part of defence to be struck out Dec 16 

The Haslam Foundry & Engineering Co, ld v Hall . app of dfts from Mr Justice 
— on appla under Patents, &o, Act, 1883, granting certificate that 

validity of patent in question st trial Dec 17 

Jowett v Local Board ot Idle in the county of York appof pitsfrom Justices 
Steph+n and Charles on appln for new trial setting aside verdict and judgment 
and directing judgt for defendant—sction tried on circuit Dec 19 

Crocker v Banks app of dft from Justices Stephen and Charles refasing new 
trial—action tried by Mr Justice irove in Middx Deo 19 

Oliver v Tbe Kingston upon Hall Dock Co (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from 
Justices Wills and Grantham setting aside judgt and directing same for dft— 
liberty for new trial on one point—action tried in County Court at Kingston 
upon Hull Dec 20 

The Queen on crosecution of Richard Morley v J King, jan, & the Licensing 
Justices for Manchester (Q B Crown Side) app of dfts trom order of Mr 
Justice Charles for issue of peremptory mandamus Dec 20 (fixed for Friday, 
Jan 13, by order) 

Canaway v Met Board of Works app of plaintiff from Justices Mathew and 
Charles refusing new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Stephen in Middlesex 


Deo 20 

Gas Light & Coke Co v Vestry of St George, Hanover-square app of dfts from 
Justices Xtepben & Charles refusing new trial—action tried by Mr Justice 
Grove in Middlesex Dec 21 — 

Buckwell vy Scheyer app of dft from Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Manisty 
refusing extension of time to apply for new trial—action tried by Mr Juetiss 
Groves at Lewes Dec 22 

In re S R Pollard, a Solor, Expte R Stevens and ors app of R Stevens & ors 
from Baron Pollock and Mr Justix Hawkins affirming refusal of order for 
delivery of bill of ocs's Dec 23 

Rayden v Carter spp of dt from Justices Stephen & Charles refusing new 
trial—action tried by Baron Poliock with a jury in Middx Deo23 — 

Thomas 8 Moyle, jadgt creditor Johan Southall, judgt debtor Je:emiah Skid- 
more and apr, garnishees app of garnishees fron Justices Mathew acd A L 
Smith affirming order of district registrar and judge in chbre for payment to 
jad t creditor Dec 23 i 

Ship Hanra Dixon & ors v Owners of ss Hanea app of dfts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Butt, dated Dec 5, on toflaw Deo 24 

Hance & anr v Harding app of dft from judgt of Baron Huddleston at trial of 
interpleader iseue by settlement trustees against Caief Official Receiver in 
bankrup' Deo 28 . 

Hatchis Crossley, Id v Webster app of dft from Justices Stephen & Charles 
on application for new trial, setting aside verdict and judgt—action tried by 
Mr Justice Grantham with a jury Dec 28 

Weldon v Badd @anr spp of pit in person from Justices Stephen & Charles 
refu new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Denman in Middx Dec 29 

Fitzgerald v Thompson app of plte from Justices Mathew and Charles refusing 
new trial—action tried by Mr ye ustice Day with jary at Carlisle Dec 30 

AE Edwards v Jno Manger (trading as Clerkeswell Watch Co) & ors (QB 
Crown Side) app of defts from order of Justices Wills & Grantham for new 
trial—ac'n tried in county court Dec 31 


R & W Paul v The King’s Lynn Docks & Ry Co spp of dfts from Justices 
—9 Smith refusing new trial—action tried by Baroa Pollock in 
iddx Jan 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Hivary SIirrinas. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Monday, January 2, inclusive.) 


(Continued from p. 193.) 


Before Mr. Justice Kay. Marks 2,076 & 4,122) & Patents, &:, 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses and Act mtn 
without witnesses). In re Same (Trade Marks 6,356, 6,357, 


Quartermaine v Smith act wits 
Crowley v Smith act wits 

Adam v Fortescue act wits 

Tagart v Boyson act wits 

In re Drayson Lister v Lister act wits 
Howard v Sill ect 


& 9,026) & Patents, — Act mtn 
In re Seme (Trade Marks 45,096, 
45,097) & Patents, &c, Actes mtn 
In re Same (Trade Mork 48,933) & 

Patents, &c. Actes mtn 
e (Trade Marks 44,218, 





Guardians of The Medway Union County of Kent vy Guardians of the Bedminster 





In re Sam 
In re The Appollinaris Co, ld (Trade 4,421, & 4,420) and the oppositions 
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panes a0j sum set down by order 
ec 9 


* * Same (Trade Mark, 45,591) & 
Patente, &c, Act adj sums & oppo- 
sitions thereto 

Ia re Same (Trade Mark 45,590) & 


Patents, &o, Act 
sitions thereto 
In 1e Same (Trade Merke 45,699 & 
45,700) & Patents, &o, Act arj sum 
& oppositions thereto 

lo re Same (Trade Mark 45,589) & 
Patents, &c, Act adj sum & opposi- 
tions therete 

In re Sane (Trade Mark 4,935) & 
Patents, &c. Act acj sums and op- 

—* thereto in General List set 
wn by order 9th Dec 

In ~ Drayron Liter v Lister act 

Blank v Nicholeon act wits 

Kenn.tt v Warren act & m fj 

Pyatt v Pareons act wi's 

Reper v Kennett act wits 

Fanshawe v Londen & Provincial 
Dairy Co, 1d act wits 

Lord —_e v Pontypridi, &c, Ry 
Co m 4 

Roach v Kemp m fj short 

Parkes v Cater act wits 

Briggs v Gutteridge & Co act wits 

Fletcher v LC & D Ry Co act wits 

In re Russe)l Lawrance v Bond act 

Williams v Pawson & Co. ld act wits 

Clark v Norris m fj 


edj sums & oppo- 





Before Mr. Justice Cuitry. 
Causes fcr Trial (with witnesses). 
— Bill's Wild West Co v Sanger 


Fre emanv Bee act 

Moll v Gez> act 

Phillips v Townsend act 

Brown v Clark act 

Quan v Dore act 

Keith v Arnot act 

ln re Hon J C Westenra, dec Lowe 
v Countess of Huntingdon act 

Cunningham v Whittles act 

Siemens, Bros & Co v Siemens act 

Patrick v Lord Barwick act 

Mcgerv Brumby act 

Taylor v Spere r act 

Caspar v Giess D ooration Co, ld act 

Rowe v Buzeley act 

Walthamstow al Bd v Halbert act 

Waltbametow Local Bd v Staines act 

¥F M Allden v Stubbs act 

M M Aliden v Stubbs act 


Non- Witness Causes, Adjourned Sum- 

moneer, and Special Cases. 

In _ re Sequles’s otherwise Parker's 
Trusts Martin v Webb Webb v 
Martin cluim & counter-claim 

In re J Gocdall’s Estate Elsmore v 
Bradbury —* rum (ord 55) 

Countess de Rechberg v Beeton & enr 
m f j short 

Spiel’s Patent Petroleum Engine Co, 
1d v Spiel act 

Jarvis, Knt v Batler act 

In re T W Stanfeld’s Estate Chap- 
man v Stanfeld ad sum 

In re Maugham’s Estate Maugham v 
Richsrdson adj eum 

In re Wizfield’s Estate Higgia v 
Higgin (claim against estate) adj 


som 

In re Haines, Batchelcr & Co, & In re 
Patent, Designs, &c, Act adj sums 

National Prov Bk of Englaod, ld v 
Assam Rss & Tredg Co, ld act 

Bertie v Ld Norceys adj sums (rovrs 


acct 

In re London & County Investment 
Corpn, li claim of Huuse Imprvmt 
Assca adj sums 

In re Ch-riot‘e Smith’s Estate Wade 
v Wade adj sums 

In re J +} dec Simpeon v Simp- 
eon mfj 

In re Ward, dec Wileon v Ward m f j 

Ia re Wm Adams, a color (Snow's 
appin) adj sum (raxp) 

In re Abrsbam’s & Furtado’s Contract 
& V&P Act Expte Furta?o adj 
suns 

In re W Hyatt’s Estate Bowles v Gil- 


lett adj sum 
Ia re Winfleld’s Estate Higgin v 
Higgin (Brok’sclaim) adj sum 


In re Oriental Bk (Schwabe’s claim) 
adj sums 











Ia re M G Weir’s Estate Holling- 
worth v Willing adj sums 

Young v Tomlinson adj eums 

In re Civil Service and eral Stores 
7 — cases of Read, Newbery, 


—* adj sum 

fr re Dawber’s Trade-Mark Expt: 
McEwan’s opposn adj sums 

Ian re Same Kpte Hill's opposn adj 
eums 

In x4. Same *8 — Johnson & 


Io re “The Or Oriental "Bank Expte JC 
Allen adj sa 

In re Richa Flint’s Estate Coppock v 
—— adj sums 

In re Millingtoo, @ dec Milliogtun v 
Martin m fj 

In re Robt Dickioson’ 6 Estate —* — 
of Buto v Walker Expte Shipley & 
Hoyle adj sum 

Dickinson v Dickinson (Settled Land 
Act) Expte Shipley & H»yle adj 


sums 

Io re Henry Beren’s Estate Berens v 
Berens adj sums 

Kimber, on behalf, &c v Shingleton 
Ice Co, 14 act 

Stanton v Santon mf j 

In re Hull, Barnsley and West Riding 
Junction Ry Co Galland’s claim 
adj sums 

Ip re Same Viger’sc'aim adj sums 

In re J Powis, dec Powis v Powis 
Chas Powis’ claim adj sum 

In re A M Killick’s Estate In re 
Harriet Killick’s Estate Killick v 
Elder adj sums (order 55) 

In re Royat Exchange Shippiog Co, 
ld Expte Dennis, Brown & Co adj 
sumé 

Ip re Same Expte Geo Holt & Co 
adj tums 

InreSame Expte Off Liqdir a 9 

Ic re Coulson’s Settlement Trasts 
Ellis v Cowell adj sum (title to 


money) 

In re © Coulson’s Settlement Trusts 
Cowell v Ellis adj sums adminis- 
tration 

In re C Coulson’s Estate Cowell v 
Ellis adj sums construction 

Miller v Miller m fj 

Ficher v Fisher mm f j (short) 

In re Ferguson’s Settiement Ferguson 
vEmmet adj sums (title to income 
of Trust Fund) 

Ia re Northern London Estates Co, Id 
Expte Hunt adj tums to remove 
from contributories 

In re Ed@in Gauat, a solor, and in re 
Bury’s Trusts In re Gaunt & 
Lingard {erpin under * Act) 
adj sums by consen’) 

In reC N —2** se Estate New- 
degate v Row! adj sumns by 
— for life 9?) 

In re Cobbold’s Trust Deed Cobbold 
vCobbold Expie H C Cobbold acj 


sums 
In re Contract between New Windsor 
Urban Sanitary Authority & T D 
Bolton V & P Act, 1874 adj sums 
Hopkiason v Peruvian GuanoCo Ex 
parte ,lt adj sums for delivery of 
further interroge 
Cole v Saqui & anr act 
Before Mr. Justice NorTH. 
Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 
Earl of Aylesford v Earl Poulett act 
In reSpencer Greaves vGreaves adj 


sums 

In re Keyworth Bomford v Keyworth 
adj sums 

= —— Knox Parsons v Smith adj 

* 8* Field Bowering v Field aij 


sums 
Sutton v Deavin & anr act 
Ia re Mosley Mosley v Mosley 


sums 

In re Coleman Henry v Strong 
sums 

Ia re Cotton Cotton v Stovia 
sums 

In re Cotton Stovin v Cvutton 
sum 

* * Randell Randell vy Dixon 


aij 
aj 
adj 
adj 
adj 





Hodgson v molds act 
Hodge Fleck’ Colton v Roberts 


sum “| 


In re Beard Simpson v Beard adj 
sams 
ay 4 Beari Lake v Simpson adj 


Lillivg v — * &mf 
Ia ire Balle 3 pine! 


= re "Date Davies v Liosd 


Balls 20j 


sums “a 
Ia re Graves Owen v Synge adj 


sume 

In re Grove Grove v Grove 7 
In re Cooper Beckirgdale v Moody 
aj sums 

In re Robins Nelson v Robins adj 


sums 
In re Paine Paine v Newman adj 


sums 
In re Diyden Perglasv Ramesy adj 


sums 

In re T Perker Laden v Parker adj 
eums 

Ollivant v Johnston adj sums 

In re Olliphant’s Will and the Settled 
Land Act adj sum 

In re Countess of bh Gorst 
v Temple-Barrow adj sums 

Io —3 Gardner Frampton v Gardner 

MeByrde ¥ v Pirie act 

Cope v Portishead District Water Vo 
act 


Baker v Baker White v Baker act 
In re Oliver Townshend v Baxter 
act 


Goodden v Coles act 
Parker v Roberts mtn for judgt 
In re —— — v Brown special 


Shee v Perrack mtn for judgt (short) 
BUmgton v Ward wmto for jadgt 
Beroard v Westera Counties and South 
Wales Telephone Co ld mta for 
jadgt (short) 
Before Mr. Justice STIRLING 
Cause for Trial (with wi nesses). 
Bristol Port Ry &c Co v Mayor, &o of 
Bristol act 
Adames v Grenier act& mf 
Taunton v pons ttish Equitable Life 
Asace Soc 


Denman, —* &c v Batten act 
Gardiner v Morgan at 

Heep v Pickles act 

Bouye v Cail act 

Glamorgan Tin Plate Cold v Newbold 


act 
Sulyman & Sherboro, & Co, ld v 
ris act 


Hilton v Tacker act 
National Thrift Building Soc v Day 


act 
Charriogton v Williams act 
Carling & Co v De Beer act 
Howes v Christian act 
Luck v Wood act 
Pickering v Pickerip 
Harden Star & Cov 
Co act 


wis Hand Fire, 


Adjourned Summonses 
In re Commercial Bk of London & Co’s 


Acts 
In re Mercer Wateon v Hodgson 
In re Paddison Tonge v Paddison 
Inre Benn Benn v 
In re Wilson Sparke v Wilson 








beg ey 
—— v Mont Dore of Bournemouth 


Ia re The London and Provi Provd 
Aseo ld & Co’s Acts 

In re Wilkins Durrant v Darrant 

In re Chalk Coombe v Rutlend 

In re The Tergorine Co, ld & Co's 


Tn re The Same & Co's Acts 
In re Saville Watkins v Meloolm 
In re Blundell ee 
In re Jepeon v Lopell 
Ia re The Oredt On, a Co's Acts 
In re Denton Bunting v Denton to 
come on with mta 
In re Fisher Fisher wv Fisher 
In re W Coxen, dec 
In re Hooton Hooton v Hooton 
—— Clarke v Hartley 

In re Bullock Gurdiner v Harris 
In re Sir R Peel Peel v Peel 
In re Dean v Hanson 
In re Worth & Watney & V & P Act 
Browne v Sa 


In re Carrick Richardson 
— ony Eastern Syndicate, Id & 


Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Tranterred from Justices Curry, 
Norra, and Srix.ine, for Trial or 
Heariog only—by Order, dated 4th 
Nov., 1887. 

Ia re Torrington Cole v Wills act 

Holborn Hili Industrial Co-operative 

Soc ld v Park act 

—— v Kempvaace act 

Williams v Jones act 

Haywood A Faloon = : 

Gargini v oer ac’ 

Smyth v. Adems 

Scott v Wills Ny 

Hubback v Storer & Sons act 

Roberts v Sheard act 

In re Dale Lewis v Powell act 

Bishop v Eastern & Midlanis Ry Co 
act 


Be Pag | eS Se SO 
ee v Norwood Public Hal), &c Co, 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette. 


—Frinay, Jan 27. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 


AaL GOLD Mrintnc Oo, Lnarsp.—Petn 


Rg peg 


liquidator 


a PenerrEn,—Petn for order that 

THURSO Naw Gas .~Petn for 

continued, directed to be heard before 
dpreoentn Jan, dipcied to bo beard belre 


——— order made by Kay, 
— A wound 


td above 
ce TREASURE Macu we Co, LiMrreD.— 
dated Dec 19, appointed Arthur Edmund Palmer, 


LOWESTOFT STEAM CARB’ a AMD Fismree Co, Lt 
orth, T dated J 1 Tit was ordered that the 
~ - scatinued’ Dubois ig & Co, Pancras 


Fob ew —— 


J~» doped Jan 
Oo, Lin- 


before Stirling, — on Feb 4. 


up. 


cat st tu be official 


Joc — oy on eee mele, 
iene, agente for toe Ukamberiin & 


— 4 
—A— 


up of company be 
ee 


118, 


coo serach 
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CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
IMITED IN CHANCERY. 
H. WIGHTMAN & Co, LimiTED.—By an order made by the Vice-Chancellor, dated 
= ate it was — that the company be wound up. Carruthers, Liverpool, 
ors 
Nartowar ( NDENSED MiLk Co, Limirep.—The Vice-Chancellor has fixed Feb 9 
at 11.30, at Duchy chmbrs, 2, Clarence st, Manchester, for the appointment of 
an official liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
ORLETON SOCIETY OF FRIENDLY BROTHERS, Maidenhead Inn, Orleton, Hereford. 


Jan 21 
London G —TUESDAY. Jan. 31. 
FORE STOCK ——— 
IMITED IN CHANCER 
ABERAVON Tin PLATE Co, LimITED.—By an order 13 by Chitty, J., dated Jan 
21, it was ordered that the voluntary — ty of the company be. continued. 
c lulow, Gracechurch st, agent for Ric! James, Swansea, solors for 


eTs 

Export AGENcy Co, Lumrep.—By an order made by North, J, dated Jan 14, it 

was ordered that the voluntary winding g up of the company be continued. 
. Church ct, Old Jewry, solor for 

GENERAL Gas — TING AND LIGHTING APPARATUS Co, LimITeED.—By an order 
made by Kay, J, dated Jan 14, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
the company be continued. Wild & Co, Ironmonger lane, solors for petner 

LonpDON OYsTER CULTIVATING CO, LimITED.—Creditors are required. on or before 
Feb 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Peirson, 2, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st. Wednesday, March 
14, at 12. is appointed for hearing end ad ndicating upon the debts an claims 

MERSINA ADANA CONSTRUCTION LmiTeD.—By an order made by Kay, J, 
dated don 21, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Ashurst & Co, 
Old Jewry, solors for —— 

G SECURITIES AND INVESTMENT TRUsT, LIMITED,—Stirling, J, has, by an 
cohen, dated Dec 21 it inted Francis eae Leslie, 74, Coleman st, to be 
official liquidator. tors are required, on or before Feb 24, to send their 
names and — Ored and the — of their debts or claims, to the above. 
Friday, March 9 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 

SouTH Lonpon STEAM LAUNDRIES, LIMITED.—By an order made by Kay, J, dated 
Nov 24, it was ordered that the South London Steam Laundries, Limited, be 
wound up. Mitchell, Cannon st, solor for petner 

County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

H. WIGHTMAN & Co, Lru1rep.—The Vice-Chancellor has ot Feb 7, at 11, at 9, 
Cook st, Liverpool, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

STANMOUNT PRINTING Co, Luu1TeD.—Bristowe, V.C., has, by an order, dated Dec 
16, appointed Sam Mosley, 104, King st, Manchester, to be official liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


—— PROVIDENT SOCIETY, 39, Park grove, Portway, West Ham, Essex. 
an 


= ——— OF IRONMONGERS’ FRIENDLY SOCIETY, 23, Regina rd, Finsbury 

. an 

UNITED TRADE BENEFIT SOcreTy OF LITHOGRAPHIC PRESS AND MACHINE MINDERS, 
Cogers’ Hall, Bride lane, Fleet st. Jan 30 

a 1a "SICK AND FUNERAL Society, Vine Hotel, Addey st, Sheffield. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gagette.—TUESDAY, Jan 24. 
Epwanrps, Davin, Lledrod Upper, Cardigan, Farmer. Feb13. Jones v Edwar 
Kay, J. Roberts, Aberystwith * 
Inondon Gazette,—FRIDAY, Jan 27. 
—— MatTrHEW THoMas, Woodthorpe, nr Clay Cross Derby, Gent. Feb 
20. Rice v Hopkinson, Kay, J. Gratton, Chesterfield, Derbyshire 
LaSLETT, Isaac WITHERS, Farnborough, Builder. Feb 27. Caslake v Laslett, 
North, J. Willett, Bromley 
PEARS. MARGARET, Hayton, Cumberland. Feb 24. Bird y Hodgson, North, J. 
Farish, Brampton, Cumberland 
SuaTH. SAMPSON, Longton, Staffs, China Manufacturer. Feb 16. Dawes v 
Forester, Chitty, J. Young, Longton 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 31. 


Hey, Tuomas, Sherb Yorks, Farmer. Feb 29, Hey v Lofthouse, Stirling, J. 
’ Perkins, — — * 








UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF Clam, 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 17, 


BatrD, FANNY PERCY, Brunswick-place, Hove, Brighton. Feb 29. A. F. & 
RW. — —— rig 2 
Bante, ¥ —-, Wickhans road, Beckenham. March 15. Olark, 
— — — 


rand 
Booru, Sarau, Hem — Shitnal, Salop. Marchi. Carrane, Wellington 
Bricas, JOHN, King st, Blackburn, Tailor. Feb 29. B. & B Haworth, Blackburn 
Brown, Epwarp, Albany villas, West Brighton, Gent Feb 29 Rundle & 
Hobrow, Coleman st 
*—— —— ter, Haulgh, Lancaster, Iron Merchant. Feb 25. 
olto: 
CRort, Epwanrp, Preston, Lancaster,Gent. Marchi, Buck & Co, Preston 
Crort, WILLIAM, Pontlottyn, Glamorgan, Draper, Feb 6, Morgan, Cardiff 
DEPCKE, JOHN HARE, Mall rd, Hammersmith, Gent. Feb 6. Marshal, King st, 
a Pri * * — 
imrose bank, Lan A 
Pk a — — dham, caster, Colliery prietor. 
HEDGES, GEORGE, Glasshouse Farm, Bath, Farmer. March 25. Bartlett, Bath 


Bueq. Laz Lzrit1a Hammon, Park st, New Windsor. Feb 20. Long & Co, 
—— 3 ‘Lours GEORGE DE HALE, Terrick, Ellesborongh, nr Tring. Feb 15. 


Ponsonby, Gt George st 
— THOMAS THORNBER, Colne, Lancaster, Esq. Feb 28. Hartley, Colne 


Fo: HY REDLAND, Barton Mills, Suffolk, Farmer. Feb 11, Odden F Read, 
— — Suffolk 
Hansury, Mary, Clifton hill, St John’s wood. Feb 15. Chamberlain, Fins- 


jury 8q 
Hancock. SaMUEL, Battersea pk rd, Battersea, Builder. March 1. Wilkins, 
JaMEs, WILLIAM, eyrd, Feb20, Richards, Warwick at 


JONES. — Be on we _oanton, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Surveyor, March 13, 
‘on Son, Card 


Waldr 
a, z on, Loge m4 West Hallam, Derby, Mining and Civil Engineer. Feb 
oon, 5 
— “WILLIAM — cae Bowmere, Tarporley, Chester, Esq. March 31, 
Deane, Liv 


MokrkIs, PH@B ~~ am cottages, Windsor. Marchi. Potter & Oo, King st 


NEEDHAM, SAMUEL, Rashop,< Chapel en le Frith, Derby, Esq. Feb 29. Bennett 
& Co, Chapel en le 

Rosinson, Mary ANN, Burnbam, otherwise Burnham Market, Norfolk. Feb 7. 
dson & Co, Sunderlan 

RopGer, Sopu1s, Hadlow Castle, Kent. Feb 16. Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry 


Guowmres, — } Rockey lane, Bradford, Shopkeeper. March 14. Hutchin- 
son on, 
Smrro. WILLIAM BENJAMIN, Commercial rd, Landport, Tailor and Outfitter. 
Feb i1. Hyde, Portsmouth 
rr EvaEne FINverty, Victoria Hotel, Charing Cross, Gent. 
Feb 22. Hanbury & Co, New Broad s 
. WILLIAM, Sutton ct rd, Ohiswick.” Gent. Feb 29. Chamberlain, Fins- 


arr Baton, Camden, Wilcox Comm , State of Alabama, United States of 
America, Gentleman. Feb 15. rd & Turner, Bedford row 

TOWNEND, JOsEPH, Esther — om rd, Bacup, Lancaster, Coal Miner, 

Feb 8. Townend, 

ALKER, EDWARD FLEBTwoCD, Arundel st, Liverpool, Master Mariner. Feb. 21. 
Lewis & Davies, Liverpoo! 

Warts. JOsEPH, Pott Shrigley, nr Macclesfield, Yeoman. Feb28, Hand, 

Macclesfield 

WEBBER, JAMES BARTLETT, Taunton, Gent. Feb 4. Kite, Taunton 


WILLIAMS, James EDWARD MITCHELL, Rutland park villas, Perry Hill, Catford, 
Surgeon. Feb 25, Sankey & Flint, Canterbury 








WAENING TO INTENDING HousE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. Tappan urchasing 
* renting a house ae the g Sanitary arrangements thoroughl ed by an 
ert from The Sani g & Ventilation Co., 115, — * est- 
ster (Estab. aa, 7, ** undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —[ADvT. j 


AMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, 
Bera s-court-house, W. Kensington, London. Price 13 stamps. The author, = 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured by a method entirely his own.—[AD 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, Jan, 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
annem, Ronee, and Tom ABBATT, Leeds, Metal Dealers. Leeds. Pet Jan 11. 
— — Cheltenham, Tobacconist. Cheltenham. Pet Jan 25, Ord 
an 


ATKINSON-GRIMSHAW, R. N., St James’s pl, St James’s, Gent. High Court. Pet 
Nov 22. Ord Jan 24 
BENCH, DANIEL, Christchurch, Brickmaker. Poole. Pet Jan5. Ord Jan 25 


— 3* TEARoOMAS JORDAN, Basingstoke, Grocer. Winchester. Pet Jan 24. Ord 

an 2 

CaLLow, Fuepenicr, R., Lewisham High rd, Dairyman. Greenwich. Pet Jan 2, 
an 24 


Ord J 
— J —— Day, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Organist. Great Yarmouth. Pet Jan 23. 


—— JOHN, Catford Bridge, Kent, Clerk, Greenwich. Pet Dec 16. Ord 


CLAYTON, FREDERICK, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Jan 25. Ord Jan 25 

Coorsr, Joun, Borough High st, Southwark, Licensed Victualler. High Court. 
Pet Jan 23, Ord Jan 23 

Cousins, | aya Colchester, Commercial Traveller. Colchester. Pet Jan 23, 
Ord an 


Cownge, —— HEBDEN, Liverpool, ShipOwner. Liverpool. Pet Jan 10. Ord 
an 24 


Caawyonn, Fasano, 3 — Hilderthorpe, Yorks, Fisherman. Scarborough, Pet 
Cross eee, — Photographer. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. Pet 
an 2 r an 
Dors. Victor, Parkside, Knightsbridge, Laundry Proprietor. High Court. Pet 
Jan 38. Ord Jan 25 


EADES, ALFRED BENJAMIN, Bath, Oil Merchant. Bath. Pet Jan 23. Ord Jan 23 
Goud, Bae — Dymchurch, Kent, Expenditor. Hastings. Pet Jan 23. 
an 


—— Sam, Barnsley, Yorks, Confectioner. Barnsley. Pet Jan 28. Ord 


n 23 

J— OSEPH SAMUEL, —— st, Peckham, Fruit Zalesman. High Court. 
— — Jan 23, Ord Jan 

HARVEY, Lo and Apt al JEWEES, King Swinford, Stafford, Chartermasters. 
Stourbridge. Pet Jan 23. Ord Jan 23 
TINE, WILLIAM — Oswaldkirk, Yorks, Farmer. Northallerton. 
Pet Jan 2%. Ord Jan 2 

Hopes > vous Witisas, "Bradford, Yorks, Joiner. Bradford. Pet Jan 23. 


23 
Honesrs, 5 ~~ Sees st, Clerkenwell, Haberdasher. High Court. Pet 
Hosk1nGs, ENEAS, Oardif, Draper. Cardiff. Pet Jani13. Ord Jan 19 


— mee Old st, St Luke's, Stationer. High Court. Pet Jan 23. Ord 

an 

J. — —— JANE, Lianfairpwilgwyngyll, Brewer. Bangor. Pet Jan23, Ord 
an 

JOHNSTON, JOHN, Dalston, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet Jan 23, Ord 
an 

— — RicHAkD, Chirk, Salop, Grocer. Wrexham. Pet Jan 23. Ord 
an 

KEnT, RICHARD, Preston, Sussex, Baker. Brighton. Pet Jan24. Ord Jan 24 

Kina, Josern, Rudgwick, Sussex, Builder. Brighton. Pet Jan 23, Ord Jan 24 

Kise, Bevan WESTWICE, and eg my —- ieee Krex, Nottingbam, Clerks. 


—_ Pet Jan7. Ord di 


—— — Old Malton, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. Pet Jan 23. 





Ord J: 
Kove ——— Gorr. Ne ton Newi m Butts, Merchant. h 
Court. Pet Jan 23, NGrd jan —7 — — satel 


} Mason, JOHN, Bilston, Staffs,Grocer. Wolverhampton PetJané. Ord Jan #4 
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MoEWEN, KENNETH, Rhyl, Clothier. Bangor, Pet Jan 23, Ord Jan 23 
MoOGMM. RicHaRD, Walsall, Licensed Victualler. Walsall, Pet Jan 2%. Ord 


Jan 2 
Moonx, Honati0, Gillingham, Kent, Coal Merchant, Rochester. Pet Jan 24. 


Menem, ——— STEVENS, Plymouth, Innkeeper. East Stonehouse. Pet Jan 
—— — —— Thorpebassett, Yorks, Joiner. Scarborough. Pet 
Pores, ee Hiewtown, Moutgomseyaiare, Innkeeper. Newiowa. Pet Jan 
REDMAR, GerorGE, Arundel, Sussex, Innkeeper. Brighton, Pet Jen %. Ord 


an 24 
Rice, — Deepfields, Staffs, out of business. Dudley. Pet Jan 21. Ord 
seni, ‘ALBERT EDWARD, Cirencester, Tobacconist. Swindon. Pet Jan 23. Ord 


SmiTH, SELINA ANN, Fornhem St Martin, Suffolk, Farmer. Bury St Edmunds. 
Pet Dec 24. Ord Jan 25 
— Henry, Coventry, Watch Manufacturer. Coventry. Pet Jan 23. 


an 23 

Sxoox. ARTHUR, Bristol, Olerk. Bristol. Pet Jan 23. Ord Jan 23 

STAINES, WILLIAM, Staines als Upper Sunbury, Grocer. Kingston on Thames. 
Pet Jan 24. Ord Jan 

Sturt, WILLIAM, Norwich, ‘Deapee. Noi aich. Pet Jan5. Ord Jan 21 

TaYLoR, JAMES, Warrington, Manager for Sewing Machine Co. War. ngton. 
Pet Jan 23. Ord Jan 23 

Tuomas, DanruL, Tredegar, Mon, Builder. Tredegar. Pet Jan24. Ord Jan 24 


THOMAS, PH@BE, Tredegar, Mon, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Jan 24. Ord Jan 24 
Sewage, oe ee, Manchester, Provision Merchant. Manchester. Pet 


TOYNBER, JOHN, Flinton st, he my A sq, Southwark, Potato Salesman. High 
Court. Pet Jan 23. Ord 
— ——— Manchester, Garmetit Manufactvrer, Manchester. Pet 
an 2! 
eles > e A sepeee Shipley, Yorks, Coal Merchant. Bradford. Pet Jan 25 
1 
—5—— Evan, Pwitheli, Carnarvon, Coal Merchant. Bangor. Pet Jan 25. 


Ord 
WIt114Ms, JOHN, Swansea, Glass Dealer. Swansea. Pet Jan20. Ord Jan 20 
‘WILLIAMS, JOSEPH, Cefnmawr, Denbigh, Collier. Wrexham. Pet Jan 2. Ord 


Jan 25 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED 
WILson, JAMES YOUNG, —* st, Commission Agent. High Court. Ord Jan 


7. Rescis Jan 28 
T MEETINGS 
BOARDMAN, HENRY, Hitchin < Ohins Dealer. Feb at 12. Sun Hotel, Hitchin, 
Hertfordshire 


Boast, —— fo Cave, Yorks, Farmer. Feb 7 at 10, Off Reo, Trinity 

ouse lane, Hu 

BURDETT, WILLIAM, Chertse = st, — — Builder. Feb 3at1. Borough and 
County Hail, Guildfor 

— a Day, — pa Feb 4 at 12.20. Off Rec, 8, King st, 


CLEMENTS, WILLIAM HvcGu,{Bristol, Beerhouse keeper. Feb 15 at 12. Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

— JAMES, Heath Town, Staffordshire, Lock Manufacturer. Feb4ati1. Off 
xsi St Peter’s cl, Wolverhampton 

Covs = — Colchester, Commercial Traveller. Feb 10 at 10.30. Townhall, 

r 

Onesie —— jun, New Malton, Yorks, Seedsman. Feb 6 at 2. Talbot Hotel, 

alton 


Earay, piven BENJAMIN, Bath, Oil Merchant. Feb 16 at 12.30. 1, Abbey st, 


Epa, Gpoaca, West Malling, Kent, Fruiterer. Feb 4at3. Off Reco, Week st, 

aidstone 

Eias, Dayip, and Jonn Davin Ex1as, Bangor, Watchmakers. Feb 6 at 2. Off 
Rec, Crypt chbrs, Chester 

Forp, 4 oan a Derby, Farm Labourer. Feb 3 at 8. Off Rec, St James’s 
c 78. er 

Frost, GEORGE om estate), Plumstead, Confectioner. Feb 8 at 4, 109, Victoria 
st, Westminster 

— GrorGE. and Wr11aM Davip Frost, Woolwich, Confectioners. Feb 3 
at 3. 109, Victoria st, Westminster 

eee Wim Davip (sep = Woolwich, Confectioner. Feb 8 at 4.30, 

09, Victoria st Westmins 

Guanine, WILLIAM Huas, Rirkiey, Suffolk, Smackowner. Feb 6 at 11.30, Suffolk 
Hotel, Lowestoft 

Gray, Joum, Newdigate, Surrey, Farmer. Feb 6 at 3, 109, Victoria st, West- 


MAS, and JAMES JEWKES Ringowtatert, Staffs, Chartermasters. 

‘eb 8at 1.30. Talbot Hotel, Stour! 

— 5 = mUED, Pas — Norfolk, "General —2 Feb 4 at 11. 
ec gz St, 

Hinciey, EBENEZER JAMES, ten on ae of Washer 

Works. Feb7 at 11.30. Off peak, St I —— verhampton. 

Honsrtærx. SAMUEL, Liverpool, Li Viccuntion — 7 at 12. Off Rec, 35, 


Victoria Spe tg 7 
HUNTER, youn Leeds, Painter. Feb 3 at 11. Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Leed 
JouNs, Wirtram HEwRkyY, Plymouth, Baker’s Assistant. Feb 6 at 3. 18, Frank- 
fort st, Plymouth 
JOHNSTON, x, JOHN, Dalston, Cumberland, Farmer. Feb6ati. Off Rec, 34, Fisher 
Lewis, See oi Hines: Waeetsten Liverpool, Br‘lders, Feb? at 2. Off Rec, 
McK Ay = yo - meee ti . mt its 
cKown, ILLIAM AUGUSTUS, to f 
8u ndrymen. Feb 7 at 1. Off Kec, 38, Vi ria be, Liverpool —— 
——— —— yas onan =, hg Kirkdale, nr Liverpool, Builders, 
ebia Rec, ctoria 8 
coms, = — Gillingham, Kent, Coal Merchant. Feb 7 at 11.30. Off Rec, 
NoppDER, J OHN, Devonport, Currier. Feb8 ati. Royal Hotel, Bristol 
* ROGER ALD PEncy, Aldershot, Sergent in ist Royal Dragoons’ 


ARCHIB 
Feb7 at 11. 16 Room, 00 and 81, St Swithin's 
Cam Ronaer —— Kennythorpe, Yorks, Farmer. Feb 6 at 11,30. Talbot 


PATTINSON, . OHN, ond JOsEPH PaTTiInsoN, Carnforth, Lancs, Butchers. Feb 6 at 
PICKERING, JOSEPH WHINDLE, X * 

mG —— orpebassett, Yorks, Jomer, Feb 6 at 10.30. 
PorTEr, PHILLIP, Newtown, Montgomery, Innkeeper. Feb 7 at 1. Off Rec, 


Lianidloes 
Rica, ~ 2 Deepfields, Stafford, out of business. Feb 8 at 10, Off Rec, 





SELBY, ALBERT Ep Cirencester, Tobacconist. Feb 6 at 11.90. Off Rec 
h st, Swindon, 


il 
Guay, — beck, ‘Lines, Ropier. Feb 8 at 1. Off Reo, 1, High pave- 
en 
SNooK, ARTHUR, Bristol, Clerk. Feb 15 at 12,30. Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 


STRUGNELL, aut, low Lymingto.u, Hamps, Schoolmistress. Feb 8 at 12. Off Rec’ 
East st, 


Sturt, Ay > ll Feb é4ati. Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
bem Gecpge Hence, King’s Lynn, Baker. Feb 4 at 12, Off Reo, 8, King 


ze, Larges Ganeere, Ghetield, Joiner. Feb6é at 3. Off Reo, Figtree lane, 


—— Feb 8 at 12. Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bdgs, 
ALFRED RoBzERt, Lowestoft, Grocer, Feb 4 at 11.90, Off Rec, 8, King 


— Luton, Warehouseman. Feb 6 at 3. Off Reo, Park st 
est, Li 
urruxs, ALYRED, Bootle, Lancs, Clerk. Feb 7 at 10.30, Off Rec, Park st West, 


Winsasin Henry, Cardiff, Provision Dealer. Feb 10 at 2.30, Off Reo, 29, Queen 
Wr1.us, JOHN, Swansea, Glass Dealer. Feb 3 at 3. Off Reo, 6, Rutland st, 
Wrzs, Untan, Sleaford, Lincs, Boot Maker. Feb 9 at 1%, Off Reo, 48, High st, 
— Dudley, Worcester, Boot Dealer. Feb 8 at 10,30, Off Rec, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
BosrpMAN, HENRY, Hitchin, China Dealer. Luton. Pet Janis. Ord Jan x 
Canam. — Day, Lowestoft, Organist. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Jan 23. Ord 
Ctartow, FREDERICK, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Jan 25. Ord Jan 3 
Cocrsp.. J ous, 8 Borough h st, Southwark, Licensed Victualler, High Court, 
‘an 
Cross, Busy, Pegem, Fastegsagher, Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. Pet 


a4. 


J 

Dopp, Vay By Nesscliffe, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Shrewsbury. Pet Jan 
10. 

EADES. yet, 1 Bath, Oil Merchant. Bath. Pet Jan 23. Ord Jan 23 


Harnes, Jos, and Henry Kirpy ToMLinson, Leicester, Carriers. Leicester. Pet 


Jan 19. Ord Jan 20 
WILLIAM EDMUND BRAND, Hitchin, Gent. Bigh Court. Pet May 17. 
Ord Jan 23 


x = —— —— st, Peckham, Fiait Salesman. High Court. 
et ‘ 

7, JOHN EDMUND, — Norfolk, General Shop Keeper. Norwich. 
Pet Jan ‘1. Ord Jan 25 
aan, Oswaldkirk, Yorks, Faimer. Northallerton. Pet 


ILLIAM 
Jan i. Ord J 
0: Leadenhall st, Timber Merchant. High Com. Pet Oct 28. 


ora 
Honey, 2 JOHN WitiuM, Bradford, Joiner. Bradford. Pet Jan 23. Ord 
HOogsLEY, Saucer, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Liverpool. Pet Jan 21, 


HOoskKINGs, ExEAS, Cardiff, Draper. Cardiff. Pet Jan13, Ord Jan 19 
Hoor, ] EDGAR Manematz, Mare st, Hackney, Poulterer. High Court. Pet De® 


Ord Jan 

Sounst0s, JOHN, Dalston, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet Jan 23. Ord 
23 

JONES, 5 RICHARD, Chirk, Salop, Grocer. Wrexham. Pet Jan23. Ord 
n 23 

— Wau, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Liverpool. Pet Dec 15. Ord 


n 23 
Kwanniw, Wn WILt1AM, Old Malton, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. Pet Jan 23. 
LEon, — Grosvenor rd, Pimlico, High Court. Pet July 4. Ord Jan 20 


MAcE, —— Birm‘ngham, out of business. Birmingham. Pet Janit. Ord 
n 25 
Moous, k ‘Honamso, Gillingham, Kent, Coal Merchant. Rochester, Pet Jan %. 


Norts, RoGER ARCHIBALD Fzroy, 4'dershot, aaah, Gonpeeat in Royal Dragoons. 
Guildford and Godalming. Pet Jan 2. Ord Jan 
NokRTHEY, bet — Plymouth, —— East Stonehouse. Pet 


Jan 24, Ord Jan 26 
PICKERING, JOSEPH WINDLE, Thoryebasset, Yorks, Joiner. Scarbourough. Pet 


Jan 24. d Jan 24 

Ruxves, Janes, _— Farnham, Fa.ner. Gv‘ldford and Godalming. Pet 
14. an 

Rice, DANIEL, Deepfields, Staffordshire, out of business. Dudley. Pet Jan 20. 


24 
Rosz, Sue, 1 Poole, Dorsetshire, Haulier. Poole. Pet Jan7. Ord Jan 23 
—8* ALBERT, EDWARD, Cirencester, Tobacconist. Swindon. Pet Jan 2. Ord 


suzy, Srizsox Herms, Knaresborough, Gardener, York, Pet Jan 21, Ord 

an 21 

Surrusap, — Coventry, Watch Manufacturer. Coventry. Pet Jan 21. 

Snow —— Hanley, Builder. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. Pet Jan 5. 
24 


STURT, WILL x, Norwich, Draper. Norwich. Pet Jan4. Ord Jan 2% 

Taatis, CRAntoees, Fiymoese, ‘Widow. East Stonehouse. Pet Dec18. Ord 
THowAs, Puceee, Tredegar, Mon, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Jan 23, Ord Jan %4 
Toraes, Rooms Fieminc, Manchester, Architect. Manchester. Pet Dec 2. 


Jan 
Torxbax, Jom, Flinton st, Surrey sq, Potato Salesman. Sigh Court. Pet Jan 
TUCKER, OKR, WiLitaM, Albion ter , Dalston, Pastrycook. High Court. Pet Dee 15. 
Teanme, Jase, Golden oq, Kensington, Golletter, High Court. Pet Nov 19. 


Ord Jan 
— 232* Manchester, Garment Manufacturer. Manchester. Pet 
vane Bootle, Lancashire, Clerk. Luton. Pet Jan 12. Oni Jan% 
Wass Ord Jat Pwllheli, Carnarvonsb‘re, Coal Merchant. Bangor. Pet Jan 


-— om, Shipley, Coal Merchant, Bradford. Pot Jan %. Ord 


—— Denbighshire, Collier. Wrexham. Pet Jan %, 
Ord Jan 


Ord 
WILLIAMS, JOHN, Swansea, Glass Dealer, Swansea. Pet Ja 
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‘Woop, G. T., Miles lane. High Court. Pet Aug 2. — 23 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLE 
Warmpway, Rosane, Liverpool, Cab Proprietor. a Adjud June 2 
London Gasette,—TUESDAY, Jan. 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
W: Northampton, House Agent. Northampton. Pet Jan 24. 
Ord Jan 24 


BSL, — Victoria Dock rd, Essex, Jronmonger. High Court. Pet Jan 28. 


Ord Jan 28 
Bus, Jonn, Bradford, Yorks, Blacksmith. Bradford. Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26 
Bours, Som, Swaffham Prior, Cambs, Farmer. Cambridge. Pet Jan 13. 
Boxg1t, NaTHAN, Brighton, Gent. Brighton. Pet Jan 27. Ord Jan 27 
OaSELBERG, ANNE, Bristol, Outfitter. Tredegar. Pet Jan 28. Ord Jan 28 
Cour, Joust, Kingston upon Hull, Mast Maker. Kingston upon Hull, Pet 
Const, Ga QGroror, Knox rd, Clapham Junction. Wandsworth. Pet Jang. Ord 
Duuroran, Ragens Dencan, Graton Bishop, Hereford, no occupation. Wor- 
Downy, Writ —— rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Boot Dealer. High Court. 
—* —— Hentland. Hereford, Farmer. Hereford. Pet Jan 28. Ord 

ALFRED B Pay Old Broad st, New r Agent. High Court. 

Pet Jan 5. Ord J * tee Skate: — 
— ey 8t Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Farmer. Exeter. Pet Jan 26. 
— — Tredington, Worcestershire, Farmer. Banbury. Pet Jan 

an 27 

G HaR_ey, jon, 5* Stratford, Bucks, Publican. Northampton. Pet 


fan 26, Ord Jan 26 


Gru, Eana, oe on Hull, Lodging house Keeper. Kingston on Hull. Pet 
Jan % Jan 27 
—— —* ILLIAM CRABB, Isle of Ely, Farmer. Cambridge, Pet Jan 28, Ord 


Guan ———— Gres Grimsby, House Furnisher. Great Grimsby. Pet Jan 
HxxnEnsor, Wir.1M, Bolton, Lancs, Confectioner. Bolton. Pet Jan 28. Ord 
Hocmgpay, Txomas, Park rd, Dulwich, Builder. High Court. Pet Jan 28. Ord 
ene Se ty Vale rd, Balham, Costume Maker. High Court. Pet 
Sena, —— Birmingham, Grocer. Birmingham. Pet Jan 27. Ord 
—— Long Compton, Warwickshire, Baker. Oxford. Pet Jan 28. Ord 


‘an 

JENNINGS, THOMAS, Liverpool, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26 
orn, Arse Amos, Avenill rd, Highbury, Builder. High Court. Pet Jan 26. Ord 
LayTon, — *5 Ghiriend rd, Paddington, no occupation. High Court. 


Pet Jan«7. Ord Jan 
Layton, Wri11aM, O)d Kent. rd, Boot Manufacturer. High Court. Pet Jan 47. 


an 27 
Murray, — Davip WRIGHT, Bristol, Tailor, Bristol. Pet Jan 26. Ord 
an 
— nem Trafford, Cheshire, Innkeeper. Chester. Pet Jan 14, Ord 
an 


Norman, Dennis, Ampthill, Beds, Saddler. Bedford. Pet Jan27. Ord Jan 27 
Pree, CLEMENT, Wandsworth rd, Hosier. High Court. Pet Jan 23. Ord Jan 27 
—* ————— Tom, Coventry, Licensed Victualler. Coventry. Pet Jan 


gum Jou, Liverpool, Bootmaker. Liverpool. Pet Jan 25. Ord Jan 28 
— = Tuomas, Plumpton, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet Jan 14. Ord 
‘an 
Rozsnrson, Epwakp, Wardle. nr Rochdale, Finisher of Woollen Goods. Oldham. 
— Sarai, Galorton,joxia Barry, Glamorganshire, Pawnbrok 
,UTHSTEIN. wv) mp jux or; ‘awnobro. . 
Cardiff. Pet Jan26. Ord Jan _— * 


7 — South st, Settee. Bootmaker. Croydon. Pet Jan 28. Ord 
e 
mus, HENRY, Trowbridge, Wilts, Music Seller. Bath. Pet Jan 28, Ord Jan 28 


— Pr Puitir, Bloxwich, Staffordshire, Draper. Walsall. Pet Jan 27. 
Sara, Tom, — Machinist. Coventry. Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26 
om, by Walsall, Musical Instrument Dealer. Walsall. Pet Jan 27, 
er — parm, Tregaron, Cardiganshire, Grocer. Carmarthen. Pet Jan 28, 
— — — 22 Oakthorpe, Derbyshire, Farmer. Burton on Trent. 
THORNTON, JOSEPH, Guide P Northumberland, Draper. Newcastl . 
Pet Jan 12, Ord Jan” > eae 
Waseem, —— — park rd, Provision Dealer. Wandsworth. Pet Dec 
Waserts, = * upon Hull, Milk Dealer. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
— PICKLES, Northowram, nr Halifax, Farmer. Halifax. Pet Jan 28. 
Jan 28 


Waaaus, Llangafelach rd, nr Svansea, Provision Dealer. Swansea, Pet 
Jan 2%. Jan 2% 


Ww SAMUEL, St Edmunds, Innk . B t 
re — ds, eeper. Bury St Edmunds. Pet Jan 
The following amended notice is substituted or that published in the 
Par, JaMeEs, M Maryport, Cumberland, Fish Mer Merchant. Cock th and 

— ermouth an 
The following bat 4 moyen is substituted * that published in the 


Gazette an 
KASTENBERG, Jac Manchester, Garment Manufacturer. Manchester, Pet 


Jan 2%. Ord J 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALBINO, JOSEPH, Cheltenham, Tobacconist. Feb 7 at 4.15. County Court’ 
ALDERSON, GEORGE, West 8 
lore Weer — uperintendent of Works. Feb 7 at 4.46. 
BAaDDELBY, BHonace, Arlington at, I Be islington, Builder. Feb 10 at2.30. 83, Carey 
Brxzsry, J 4 24 Old Cavendish st, Oxford st. Feb 10 at12. 38, Carey st, Lin- 


ae yg Bransgore, Hampshire, Brickmaker. Feb 8 at 12.45. Off 
a Rec, 








ERTRAM, Anthony St Jacobs, Cornwall, Gent. Feb 10 at 11. 
Fraakfort st, Plymouth = 


BLACEMORE, WiLLIAM H Bermondsey st, Southwark, Tenner. Feb 7 at 
12, Bankruptcy bldn ge, Lincoln's inn 
— THomMAS JORDAN, Grocer. Feb7at2. Off Rec, 4, East st, 


thampton 
Briaas, —— Cardiff, Confectioner. Feb 11 at 11. Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 


CappIcK, WILLIAM, Blaina, Mon, Builder. Feb8at12. Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 


CoLtEMAN, WILLIAM Hag g teeny an St John’s Wood, Licensed Victual- 
Feb7 at 2.30. 33, ‘ey at, ’s inn 
Courtenay, Hon Lord Epwaep Sarawie,  Powderham Castle, Devon. Feb7 at 
11. 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
— — Burslem, — ——— Feb 13 at 12. Off Rec, Newcastle under 


ANIELS, wa, GEORGE. — st, St James’, Tailor. Feb 8 at 2.30. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s 
— —— — Grendon Bishop, Hereford, no occupation. Feb 11 
Rec, W orcester 
Dury. wr, —— Boot Manufacturer. Feb8ati2. Bankruptcy bldgs, 


ocoln’s 
Ewinas, AGNES, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Farmer. FebS8atil. Oastle of 
Exeter, — a 
Frrou, WILLIAM, Mare st, Hackney, Watchmaker. Feb 7 at 12. 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 


GREEN, GREEN ARTHUR. Commercial st, Whitechapel, Grocer. Feb 8 at 11. 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

HAkRISON, SaM, Ry 4 Yorks, Confectioner. Feb 10 at 11.30. Off Rec, 3, 
Back st, Barnsl: 


ey 
HESELTINE. Ae — Oswaldkirk, Yorks, Farmer. Feb 10 at 12. 


Isaacs, ELL, a dll Cabinet Maker. Feb 18 at 2. County Court 
Northampton 


KASTENBERG F500 ACOB, Manchester, Lens pu Maker. Feb 7 at 12. Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manches 
Keer, 5 : , Preston, Sussex, = Feb 8ati2. Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 


KNorrat. KATHLEEN MIDDLETON ag West st, St Martin’s lane, Licensed 
Victualler. Feb9atii. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

LOUGHTON, JOHN, sen, Birmingham, ous of business. Feb Sat 11. 25, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 

Manico, Epwarp Cauley, Perryn 26, Aaten, Cutler. Feb s at12. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Vince s inn fields 

—— — — , Cardiff, Builder. Feb 11 at 12. Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 

arc 


McG, RIcHARD, Walsall, Licensed Victualler. Feb 9 at 11.30. Off Rec, Walsall 


Monpay, EDWARD STANDEN, Kidderminster, Baker. Feb 7 at 2.15. Miller 
Corbet, — —— a 

Munnay WiLL Da eed VID WEIGHT, Bristol, Tailor. Feb15at 1. Off Rec, Bark 
chbrs, Br 

MUSGRAVE, JOHN WILLIAM, and SaMUEL MusGRAVE, Leeds, Provision Merchants. 
Feb s at2. Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liv 

—— — STEVENS, Plymouth, Innkeeper. Feb 10at3. 18, Frankfort 
8st, ou 

Raney, * —— Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Feb 7 at 2. Norfolk 

J rupndel 
RICHMOND, "THomas, Plumpton, Yorks, Farmer. Feb 10 at 12.30. Off Rec, York 


ROBERTS, THOMAS, if Beeisby Wood Farm, nr Summerbridge, Yorks, Farmer. Feb 
10 at 1.45. t Hotel, 8 

ROBINSON, itowano, Wa aries — Finisher of Woollen Goods. Feb 10 at 
3.30. 


Snow, WILLIAM, Ca —X Feb 13 at 3. Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 


THORNTON, JOSEPH, Guide Post, Northumberland, Draper. Feb 9 at 2.30. Off 
Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
TOWNLEY, JOHN, Manchester, Provision Merchant. Feb 9 at 12. Off Rec, 
eden’ — — street, Mancheste 
SAMUEL, Bradford, Yorks, Stuff Manufacturer. Feb 6 at 11. 


radford 
Wrut11aMs, Exias, Liangyfelach rd, nr Swansea, Provision Dealer. Feb 7 at 12. 
Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swansea 
ORRELL, SAMUEL, B jury St Edmunds, Innkeeper. Feb 7 at 12. Guildhall, 
Bury 8t deeds” 


The following amended notice is aye 5 mg for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan. 20. 
ER, T, —— grove, Wandaworth Common. Feb 7 at 8. 109, 
Victoria st, Westminste 


The following amended notice is — 2—— for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan. 24. 
Huon, Wi114M, Whitefield, nr Manchester, ¢ Chemist. Feb 8 at 11.30. 16, 
m 


Wood st, Bolto 
ADJUDIOCATIONS. 
BaBBER, WILLIAM, Northampton, House Agent. Northampton. Pet Jan 24. 


an 24 
Bum, 3 coum, Bradford, Yorks, Blacksmith. Bradford. Pet Jan 2%. Ord 
Baune, 23 THOMAS JORDAN, Basingstoke, Grocer. Winchester. Pet Jan 24. Ord 


Bure, Paces Prrexavans, Strand. High Court. Pet Dec8. Ord Jan 26 


——— — Blaina, Monmouthshire, Outfitter. Tredegar. Pet Jan 27. 
Ord Jan 
Witt1u4M Hues, Bristel, Beerhouse Keeper. Bristol. Pet Jan 20. 


Ord Jan 26 
Coazms, JOHN, ) ay tae upon Hull, Mast Maker. Kingston upon Hull. Pet Jan 
CnawrouD, p, FRANCIS, Jun, jun, Hilderthorpe, Yorks, Fisherman. Scarborough. Pet 
an 27 
Onvidestase, JAMES and yy ol Wericut Gass, Liverpool, Mer- 


FREDERICE, an 
chants. —— Pet Nov 18. Ord J 
DAVEY, JOHN, Barnstaple, Builder. Barnstaple. Pet Jan2. Ord Jan 28 


DEMPSTER, ROBERT DUNCAN, pm pad — Herefordshire, no occupation. 
Worcester. Pet Jan28. Ord Jan 

Dow, Se Goldhawin F Bhepherd’s Bush, Boot Dealer. High Court. 

— Wirth, Hontiend, Herefordshire, Farmer. Hereferd. Pet Jan 28. 


Ord Jan 28 
ome, | —— St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Farmer. Exeter. Pet Jan 26. 
an 26 


GATES, HaRLEY, the younger, Fenn —— Buckinghamshire, Publican. 
Northampton. Pet Janey Ord Jan 

GILL, Ema, =: Hu — — ee Keeper. Kingston upon Hull. 
"Pet Jan 27, Ord Jan 
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——_—__—___—— — --. ~ —. = 
—— a Egremont, Cumberland, the wife of John Chester Porter, 
ee see. H, ob the wife of J. Guthrie Smith, solicitor, of a 
— — . Laverpoct, the wile of W. J. Stewart, barrister- 


Feb. 4, 1888. 
Heme, FrRep’ Bilbrook, nr iverhampton, Cattle Food Manu- 
7 Walverhempesn. Pet Jan 16. Ord Jan 27 
Hott, —— Joiner. Bradford. Pet Jan 
1 an 

JOSEPH, Ryde Vale Balham, Costume Maker. High Court. 
Hw tjan i, Ord Jan i ane ’ 
IvINs, Tromas, Long Compton, Warwickshire, Baker. Oxford. Pet Jan 28,| _t-law,of a 


J — — Llanfairpwilgwyngyll, Anglesey, Brewer. Bangor. Pet 
an an 27 

ICHAEL, OWEN, and —— OwEN MicHakt, Kirkdale, nr Liverpool, Builders. 
= Livervool. Ord J: 


an 26 . 
— — Arundel, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Brighton. Pet Jan 
RUTHSTEIN, SAMUEL, Cadoxton juxta Barry, Glamorgan, Pawnbroker. Cardiff. 
Pet Jan 26. v Ord Jan 26 
Sauspans, J — East — Norfolk, Solicitor. Norwich. Pet Jan 11. 
— — JOHN Gigs ——— Bart, Mount st, Grosvenorsq. High Court. 
an 
sum, Maniax, Eve —— Worcester, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Worcester. 
BavmmEs, Cras, Walsall "Musical Instrument Dealer. Walsall. Pet Jan 2. 
— —— Lymington, Hants, Schoolmistress. Southampton. Pet Jan 
— 5 HENRY — Ramsgate, Draper. Oanterbury. Pet Jan 13. Ord 
—— —— Manager for Sewing Machine Oo, Warrington. Pet 
THomas, DANIEL, Tredegar, Mon, Builder. Tredegar. Pet Jan 24. Ord Jan 26 
THOMAS, ——— Tregaron, Cardiganshire, Grocer. Carmarthen. Pet Jan 28. 


— — J —— Oakthorpe, Derbyshire, Farmer. Burton on Trent. 
TOWNLEY, 35 Manchester, Provision Merchant. Manchester. Pet Jan 3. 


— —— upon Hull, Milk Dealer. Kingston upon VIull. Pet 

an 28. 

— ne, Northowram, nr Halifax, Farmer. Halifax. Pet Jan 28. Ord 
an 

Wittiams, Extas, — * rd, nr Swansea, Provision Dealer. Swansea. 
PetJan 25, Ord Jan 25 


The followin g amended notice is substituted on that published in the 


London Gazette of Jan. 
——2— Jacos, —— Waterproot Manufacturer. Manchester. 
an 


25. Ord Jan 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 9.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIs, CLARK, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m. 
Froehol d Investment (see advertisement, Jan. 14, p. 4). oe 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
ryt —Jan. 22, at Richmond, the wife of Arthur Lennard, barrister-at-law, 


— — 19, at Carmarthen, the wife of D. Rixon Morgan, solicitor, of a 
daughter, 





Ww J . 
tym. Jan. 2 at Bromley the wife of P. H. Pridham Wippell, LL. M., bar- 
MARRIAGE. 


LOOKER—PHILLIPS.—Jan. 31, Horace Looker, solicitor, to Eliza 
ora | Phillips, daughter of the late Dr. Phillips, of Sydenham. 
LyNncH—VAUGHAN.—Jan. 28, at Donnybrook, Henry Lynch, barrister-at- 
law. to Alice Maty, daughter of Hugh Vatighen, of ot 
RuNpgLt—Ruwpgr.—Jan. 19, at 
the a — barrister-at-law, to 
— DEATHS, 


Ermes.—J 8* 8.W., John Ji 
‘an. (pm ames Elmes, of the Inner Temple, 


EIsEY.—Jan. Sa ſ Meni. solicitor, aged 30. 
Gassurs—Jan, 9, ob Brighten, John Grasett, of Old sq, barrister-at-law, aged 


— 8 at Loe Blackheath, Albert Gordon Langley, of Lin- 
s-inn, barrister- ie ay ty 


Matthew Adkins Rundell, B.A., of 
daughter of W. W. Rundell, of 


colo’ 
SmiTa.—J » Ee Tavistock- Griffiths Smith, of Fur- 
— an. 23, dsleigh-street, square, ith, 
surrey Jan. # ot Margate, Richard Hudson Smithet, ofthe Inner Temple 








Where difficulty is ewperienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 


in the Country, i is requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 
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FIRE!! BURGLARS!! 


JOHN TANN’S 


“ANCHOR RELIANCE” 


SAFES 





ROBE 


EDE AND SON, 
DER MaKens, | 2m one gin 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her the Whole of 
the Tadinial Borch- Gor cS a ¢ London, & &c. 


London Gazette. 


Advertisements ho soastvel 96 Miane Clem 
— t Expedition Fees 
until 1.15 p.m. on 


Mondays and Thursdays. 


COVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 
— (ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 








FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE® DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS:| Mondays and Thursdays .. to 4.15 p.m. 5s. 


SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES. 
FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 10s., £5 5s., and £8 5s. 


LISTS FREE. 


11, NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C. 








ee a es ye 11.15 a.m. 108, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. ” «+ gy «145 Dam, 208, 


Law W: ant Gouna tee T Cler! 
igs ——— Town ‘ks, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY gowns, |“ UODdon Gazette” and General Advertising 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





REYNELL & SON, 


44, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
(Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
ESTABLISHED BY THE LATE GEO, REYNELL IN 





7T SOCIETY of ACCOUNTANTS and 
AUDITORS. (Incorporated 1885.) The Fellows 





) 
Accountants.” Lists of the c Members na agg for the 
application to the 


mation may be obtained 
Secretary. By order of the C . 
__ Offices : es : 3, Newgate-street, London. E.O. 


BARRISTER-AT-LAW *22 London, 
First in First-Class Honours in J: 


and Roman Law, and Honoursman in Common Law 
oa Gacocinars ——— all parts of | and Equity yo ge eH 159 





Ho: for the TREATMENT and goes 
BRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 


Gentlemen only 

Billiard — a oe 

class, at his | Pie whole stad pledged sbetainers. to 6 
weekly the 

F.8.0.8. ; and 





— from 
; i. 
Txcexes GIRTON GOVERNESS & SUHUUL the course. “ Recen’ pA ET Pe yg a dg 2, : 


AGENCY. — Mapam=z AUBERTS) — of the ist 





blished , price 3d. Lon4., 1888.” —For * 
Madstke Aubert Tawoducke Snsiish ‘and Porn | Sours” care of his clerk,” hte ®, Ol | KTORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
fesnors, Art (Gnishiog —— — Lincoin’s-inn. Established 1896, 
Amar Literary Workers, Lompor: 1, ———— AsznDEEY, 


npuences, trons. Sch cols 
and ee Homes recommended. ~ 166, Regent MESS... HAN BURY & P AILLPOT, 















to you want Money without Fees—amounts Otte meting —— wap he of selling Fire Premiums «, 10 s+ ose £582,000 
——— lying elsewhere see Mr. | right out, and Gentlemen sound In Lato oom ome ome RES 
OLiBuaa, personally if possible, 48 Great Tower: | by way of Partnorship — — —— 

oe 
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SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1888. 
‘AM ES8hS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the 

following days have been fixed for their SALES 
during the year 1888, to be held at the Auction Mart, 
fpkeohouse-yard, near the Bank of England, E.C. :— 

urs. Feb9 Wed, May 16 Wed, Aug 22 

ed, Fi Thurs, May 31 Wed, Se 
Wed, June 6 
Wed, June 20 
Thurs, June 28 
Wed, July 4 
Wed, July 11 
Wed, July 18 
Thurs, July 26 | Thurs, Nov 22 

Thurs, Aug 9 Wed, Dec 12 

Wed, May 9 Wed, Aug 15 

Other apponitments for intermediate Sales will 
also be arranged. : ato 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish in 
the advertisement columns of “The Times’’ every 
Saturday a cumplete list of their forthcoming sales 
by auction. ey also issue from time to time 
schedules of properties to be let or sold, comprisin 
landed and residental estates, farms, freeho.d anc 
leasebold houses, City offices and warehouses, 
ground-rents, and investments generally, and which 
will be forwarded free of charge on application.—No. 
ec, Temple Bar, and 18, Oid Broad-street, 


‘eb 22 
r 


Wed, Oct 17; 
Wed, Oct 31 
Wed, Nov7 








LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS. 

No. 7. Great. Queen-street.— Valuable Freehold Shop 
and Premises, prominently situate in this business 
thorougbiaie, comprising basement warehouse, 
ground-floor shop, and warercoms at rear, ana 
three upper floors, let to a responsible tenant on 
lease, at the clear rent of £140 per annum. _ ‘ 

SSSks. FAKKBKOIHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK. & CO. are instructed to SELL by 

AUCTION, at the MART, E.C,, on WEDNESDAY, 

22nd FEBRUARY, 1888, at TWO, the above eligible 

FREEHOLD INVESTMENT. |. ’ 
Particulars of Messrs. r. Wickings Smith & Son, 

Solicitors, 23, Lincoln’s-inn- fields. W.C. ; atthe Mart; 

and of Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co., 29, 

ee Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, 


CITY FREEHOLD. ; 
For Investmext or Occupation.—Substanial Business 
mises, occupying an important position within 
a tew doors ot Cheapside, let on lease expiring 
Lady-day next to a first-class firm at £420 per 
annum, when vacant possession can be had, or 
arrangements made for reletting at remunerative 


rentals, 
ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & COU. wili SELL by AUCTION, at 
the MART, E C., on WEDNESDAY, the 22nd FEB- 

RUARY, 1888, at TWO o'clock precisely, the 

valuable CITY FREEHOLD, No. 7, Lawrence-lane, 

about midway between Cheapside and Gresham- 
street, and aamirably adaptea for any wholesale 
or retail trade requiring a central position. The 
property comprises a substantial modein building, 
possessing a froutage of nearly 20 feet, and contain- 
ing on the ground floor an excellent shop or ware- 
room and four exceedingly well-lighted floors, having 

a distinct entrance, juciciously planned for sub- 

letting as cftices or warerooms; also a dry basement 

with goods ent: ance from payement and ample lava- 
tory accommodation, 

articula’s, with plans and conditions of sale, may 
be obtained of Messrs. Fisher & Hodges, Solicitors, 

Newport, Balop ; at the Mart; andof Messrs. Fare- 

brother, Ellis, Hark, & Co., 29, Fieet-street, Temple- 

bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C. “ —* 
CITY OF LONDON. 

By order of the Mcrtgegee.—Lombard-street.—St. 
Michael’s-hail, a builvi of palatial character, 
situate in Geurge-yard, in the very heart of the 
great banking centre enclosed by Lombard-street, 
Vornbill, ana Gracechurch: street, all of which im- 
—— thoroughfares are within a few yards. 

ossessing a frontage to George-yard of &9ft., it 
covers an area of about 4,4. 0ft., a considerable por- 
tion of which is freehold, the remainder being held 
upon lease tor terms, of which about74 and 38 years 
are unexpited, subject only to veiy moderate 
or ae The property, until lately occupied 
y the City Conservative Ulub, was built almost 
1egaidless uf cost some 12 years ago and is a strik- 
ing feature in City architecture, the front elevation 
bemmg of stone and polished granite in the classic 
tty le, while the interior is constructed and finisheu 
with a lavish expenditure, endering it a distinctive 
ezampile of architectural art. The main buildin 
comprises tnree fioo:s of unusually spacious ont 
lofty rooms, app? oacbed by a very hands. me grand 
staircase, while the rear purtion of the premises, to 
which there is a separate entrance from Beil-yard, 
contains five floors, the basement including some 
good offices, and capital cellarage exatenas under 
the whole. Although primarily intended for a club, 
the premmses #1¢ eminentiy suited to the require- 
ments of any large commercial undertaking, more 
especially tur a bank or iusurance oflice, and it is 
also, owing to the dimevtions of the priucipal 
z00ms, Well & uptd tor letting for mectings of 
fg comjenies, for which the accommodation 
the City is very limited. 
dS ns rakhBROTUER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & UO. have received instructions to 

SELL by AUUVII +s, ut the MAKI, on WEL NES- 

DAY, 7th MAKUH, 1s88, at 'T'WU o’clock, the above 

very important FKOPE TY, offering to capitalists 

and othersa most valuable and improving investment. 

, For particulars, plans, and conaitions of sale apply 





to Messrs. Hollams, Son, & Coward, Solicitors, 
Mincing-lane, E.0.; at the Mart, C ;‘and of 
Mesers. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co., 29 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, B.C. 
SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 188s, 
M ESERS DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Eng- 
land, in the City of London, as follows :— 
Tues., Feb7 Tues., May 8 Tues., July 31 
Tues., Feb 21 Tues., May 15 es., Aug 7 
Tues,, March 6 Tues., May 29 Tues., Aug 14 
Tues., March 13 | Tues, June5 Tues., Aug 21 
Tues., March 20 | Tues., June 12 Tues., Aug 28 
Tues., March 27 | Tues., June 19 Tues., Oct 9 
Tues., April 10 Tues., June 26 Tues., Oct 23 
Tues., April 17 Tues., July 3 


Tues., April 24 
Tues., May 1 Tues., July 17 
Tues., July 24 
Auctions can also be held on other days. In order to 
insure proper publicity, due notice should be given. 
The period between such notice and the proposed auc- 
tion must considerably depend upon the nature of the 
—— to be sold, A printed scale of terms can be 
1ad at 80, Cheapside, or will be forwarded. Telephone 
No. 1,503, 
Vi ESSKS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
4 FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Reni 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, ir 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
rbtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
£.C,, or will be sent by rost in return for three stamps.— 
Particulars for inserticc should be received not later than 
four days previous to the oud of the preceding month, 


‘Tuesday, February 28.- Sale of valuable City 
* Investments. P 
N ESSRS. JONES, LANG, & CO. will 
OFFER for SALE by AUCTION, on TUES- 
DAY, FEBRUARY 28, at TWO o’clock, at the 
MART, E.C., the following valuable CITY KFREE- 
HOLDS, viz. :— 

No. 9, BEVIS-MARKS, St. Mary-Axe.—A modern 
Prop erty, let on lease to W. Flatau, Esq., for seven 
years from Michae) mas, 188 6, at £260 per annum. 

No. 52, ST. MARY-AXE.—A modern Property, let 
on lease for seven years to J. W. Janson, Esq., at 
£190 per annum. ‘ ‘ 

No. 54, ST. MARY-AXE, corner of Bevis-marks.— 
A prominently- placed Property, let on lease, at rents 
rising to £475 per annum, to G. Imeson, Esq., fur 
seven, 14, 21 years, from Michaelmas, 1887. 

Particulars of sale of Messrs. Spyer & Son, Solici- 
tors, 53, New Broad-street, -U.; and of the 
Auctioneers, 8, King-street, Cheapside, and 101, 
Leadenhall-street, E.C. 


G MALL ADVOWSON, wanted to Purchase ; 
immediate or early possession, — Address, 
Rector, Mr. Eland’s Library, Exeter. 


ARRISTERS and Others Seeking 
CHAMBERS close to the Law Courts.—A 
splendid Suite of two, three, or five rooms to be Let, 
in a fine Building quite near the Law Courts, and 
adjoining the Chancery-lane Safe Deposit. Lighted 
by electric light and every convenience; moderate 
— at the Collector’s Office, in the Hall of 
63 and 64, Chancery-lane. 


= to be Litl.— Some splendid 
Rooms in a fine building close to the Law 
Courts, the Patent Office, and the Uhancery-lane 
Safe Deposit; lighted by electric light, and with 
every convenience; moderate rent; well suited for a 
solicitor, law stationer, or patent agent.—Apply at 
the Collector’s Office, in the Hall of 68 and 64, Chan- 
cery- lane. 
0* IVEB and VHAMBEMB. — Lotty 
and Welt Neited Offices and Chambers to be 
Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No. 27, Chancery-lane 
(opposite the New Law Courts). large, well- 
turnished_ Rooms for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c,— 
Apply to Messrs. LAUNDY & Co., Chartered Account- 
ants, on the premises. 


1 SOLICITURS.—Uonvenient Offices to 

Let on First Fioor in Mark-lane (with or with- 
vut use of clerks).—Apply to G. L. L., Solicitor, 72, 
Mark- lane, E.U, 


\Vf ESSKS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
4 to announce that their Sales by Auction 01 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
2 ove pels on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
and Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
ie Ley disposal of Property of deceased and other 
culents. 

in consequence of the frequency of their sales 
Messrs. J. & D. are enabled to include large or small 
quantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses. 

Valuations for Probate or'‘lransfer. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (establishea 
1798), 38 and 39, G: urch-street, E.O. 

Meeers, Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that 
their Auction Sales Piece 
Goods, d ture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., each day of the week 
Saturday excepted). 


Tues., Dec 11 





























Telephone No. 1,669. Tele; hic address, “ Akaber, 
London.” lor the Year 1888. 
Wy 8885. BAKER & SONS beg to an- 
nounce that their SALES of LANDED Es. 
TATES, Investments, Town, Suburban, and Coun 
Houses, Business Premises, Building d, Groun 
Rents, Reversions, Shares, and other Properties, will 
be held at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C’, as 
OLLOWS :— 
Friday, Feb 10 Friday, Aug 24 
Friday, Feb 24 day, Sept 7 
Friday, Sept 21 


Friday, Mar 2 
Friday, Oct 12 
day, O 


Pau? Ras As 
rr u a ec 14 
Friday, May 11 — “ 


Auctions can be held on days besides those above 
specified.—No. 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 
HIGH BARNET, GOSWELL ROAD, and 
WIMBLEDON. 
\ ESSRS. BAKER & SONS will S8LL 
J by AUCTION the following PROPER- 


At the Mart, on Friday Next, Feb 10, at 2: 

HIGH BARNET, Herts.—At a nominal reserve,— 
Freehold corner Premises, known as the Corn Ex. 
change, in the centre of the town, five minutes from 
High Barnet Station, occupying an area of nearly 
half an acre, and well adapted for trade purposes, an 
hotel, town » or public institution, Estimated 
rental value £140 per annum. ith possession.— 
Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. Hallett, Creery, & Oo., 
Ashford, Kent. 

GOSWELL ROAD (No. 250).—Commanding Busi- 
ness Premises, comprising spacious shop and count- 
ing-house, two workshops, four rooms, and kitchen, 
Small stable. Unexpired term 40 years. Rental 
value £100 perannum. Low ground-rent.—Vendor’s 
Solicitors, Messrs. Eldred & Bignold, 11, Queen Vic- 
toria-street, E.E, 

WIMBLEDON.— (Unless previously sold privately). 
The valuable Property and going concern, known as 
the Wimbledon Brewery. having a five-quarter plant, 
with brewer's office, it and hop lofts, boiler an 
tun rooms, counting Benes) &c., good tap house, and 
a brick- built dwelling-house and shop. Unexpired 
term 97 years. Lo ound-rent. The goodwill of 
the old-established trade will be included. With 

ossession.—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. Lawrance, 

ker, & Waldron, 14. Old Jewry-cbhambers, E.C. 

Particulars at the Mart; of the respective Solici- 
tors; and of the Auctioneers, 11, Queen Victo: 
street, E.C. 





[MPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE CUM- 
ANY. 


Established 1803, 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pali Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000, 
Total Invested Funds over £1,550,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 


Gereral Manager. 
Pas WHITTINGTON LIFE 
ASSURANCE COMPANY. 

58, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
CHAIRMAN : 

Mr. ALDERMAN SAUNDERS, J.P. 

Total Claims paid from commencement to 8ist 
December, 1886, exceed FOUR HUNDRED 
THOUSAND POUNDS. 

Reversions, Loans with Life Assurance 

ALFRED T. BOWSER, Manager. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 

» RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon — by the riumeren RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establishe 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 


capitalized, 
F, 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
O. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries, 


LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurasce Busi- 
ness. 








Chis? Office— 
216, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amount to 
ards of £1,900,000 sterling 
Chairman—J aMES IN, Esq., of the Middle 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
Deputy-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. os 

& Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

The Directors invite attention to the New Form of 
Life Policy, which is free trom all conditions. 

Policies of Insurance granted against the contin- 
gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 

The Company ADVANCES Money on Mortgage 
Life Interests and Reversions, whether absolute 
contingent. 

The Company also purchases Reversions. 

Prospectuses, copies of the Directors’ Report and 
Annual! Balance Sheet, and every information, sent 
post-free on a ea to 

FRANK MoGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 





Busi- 


’ 


int to 





